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. In the fulfillment of its charge, the Committee reviewed the’
- existing Board policy regarding tuition rates at public
universities to determine -yhether- it was both appropriate %
and styill appixcablc. ‘fhe prescont Board policy clearly
states thQﬁ "public senior unikversities should maintain
twition'chaxges at a levgl of onc-third of 1nstrucL10na1 cost™
calculated.on .the appropriate system bhasc. The policy was
adopted by tht Board on PDeccember 1;. 1970 and was implemented
by all of #he *governing board systems bf,the 1972-73 acadenic

3

“year. nercfore, current tuition charges reflect this Board
polzcy with respect to ‘the 1968-69 Unit Cost Study, whlch was
"used in determining 1ngrruct10na1 cost. In practice, "under- - .

"gradupte"” ifstructional cost, as definéd by the -Unit Cost °°
Study Procedurc, was uced to calculate the appropriate
charges for unucrgrdduate and graduate students. This pro-
cedurc yleldnd the currcnt tuition charges in effect in all
systems q;ncc the Fall of 1972, as’shown below- :

$
£

System Resideht . * Non~Resident
Board of Gdvernors - . $420 .. $1,266
Board of Redgents : : 404 1,065
Southern Illinois' University 429 ¥ 1,287
University of Illinois ..., . : T
. Chicago Clrcup Campus , 495 " 1,485
- Medical Center Campus . . 495-882 - 1,485-1,872
- Urbana Campus \ ‘496 1,486

>
-

Since these tuition charges were adopted in the 1972-73
academic year, no changes have taken place to reflect the by
increase in instructional costs.which occurred since this
period. The most recent Unit Cosf Study,, 1972-73, revealed
that undergraduate 1nstruct&onal costs by, system had increased -
since 1968 69 by the following amounts: N 4

- poard ‘of Governors >‘f*‘ +21.4% :
Board of Regehts o 28.6% .- A
Southern Illinois University  28.9% - R
University of Illihois r 7 ,08 . :

¥,
Therefore, by. holdinyg tultlon constant, durﬁng thlS period, the
"‘percentage of instructional_costs’ which -gtddents pay has de-
clined and the additional cost has<been assumed by the State. -
It appeared to the Commlttce khat elther a mechanism must be
developed for maintaining cuﬂrency betwecen tuitien and in-
structional cost or.a:new tuition pol;cy must be adopted.,

) . -~ {

Although thc adoptlon Qf a tuition pollcy was onc impertant
task of the Committeec, an-equal]y important consideration was
the deglgnatlon of. equitable financial aid policies to assist .
students in the , payment of college costs. Thgregore,lfcderal

.’

-
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- stwlents were' reviewed aﬁd:varipqs,qﬁaqges have ‘been’ rec-

| - : - ’, . : - \
T : . - . « T
- Iy . - N ? N v
3 o N ———, .

and state financial aid policies and’their cffect on Illinois

ommended. - BT 4 . P . ;,3
¥ R i ,,,v"'_ - . s Y ) ‘

©he Monctdry Aword Program of the Illinois State Scholarsghip

Commission (15SC) has impacted a larger numb r«of Illindis

.studcents than any other program. The fipancial aid pgograﬁgﬂof

the States of Now Yoyk, Pennsylvania, and Illinaig 2alone account
for over 50 percent of *abl the staté dollars distributed for.
financially 'ncedy stfdents, cven though these’-statcschavegonly a .
fifth of the' ' nation's popnlation. ¥llinois al8o ranks among the
5 highest+statcs in awaré winners’ mean parental’ incofie, with &
tiean, parcental income of $9,639 Refﬂawérd winner. R C -

Sincc its inception in 1958, -the Illinois State Schola%sh;p T
Comuission has distributed .approximately- 458,300 monetary awdrds .
to stulcnts in need of ascistance in meeting college cosis. N
Recent changeg” in ISSC réquirements, including aid tp half-time
students and independent Students, extension of the application
deadline to October 1, fifth-year ‘entitlement, -increases in the

and liDsralization of the needs analyses formula, have resulted
in largér numbers of students being served by this program. A
recent ISSC survey of 1973-74 monetary award winners revealed
that 54.8 percent of the respondents would mot have been in
school full-time without ISSC aid and 34 percent, of the re- ' '

: maximquaqard to students in private institutions to~$1,350, -
g

. spondents, indicated that acceptance,of, an 1$6C awaid has _— 7
‘reduced the need for excessive borrowing and employment while

- -

=

~in, school. Perhaps the most significant,K change that‘hgg_gggnr;eé—:‘-
i as a result of the ISSC Monetary Award Program is the substantial ;\

increase in the number Of-lpwer in¢ome students being served-by
higher education.: For igségzce; during the pericd of 1969 to ’
1973, the number of students, receiving ISSC awardg from family
incomes below $10,000 increased from 9,268 in 1963 to 42,833 in
1973, an ‘ingrease of 362,2 percent. Even-though #he” recagnition
of independent students increased the number of award winners din

.the income randge below $10,000 byNapgroximatgly‘38;5;perceﬁt

pctween 1969 and 1973, the increase in ‘access to higher ed= . - °
ucation for all lower income sfudents during<thig period has

been substantial.. i .o L, .
. ‘. . . 1 - : . \

Following a detailed review of present tuition and financial

aid ‘policies, the Committee focused on recommcnded changes in .
polity and the implication af such polig¢ies on the costs to -
students of access to_higher education op?brtunities. The
Compuitice affirmed its belief that an important goal of the
Board' of Higher Education should be:the ""availabiiity of
gducahional.opportunity withoet rcgard- to financial. status .
and- the climination of- financial-barficrs to higher education.® .-
In order to obtain this goal, the objectives of .student chqice,
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"Committce identif several factors vwhich must be considered " -
in the developmenf_&f, any -tuition policy for public¢ univer- = . - -
o sities. - Among ._gggf} ctors are the: . ° . ~ _ ) .
) . / v
j 1. Relatiénﬁhip of Tvition to Instructional Cost ) )
2. Relationship' of Tuition. to Total Student Cost : . o,
- 3. Relationship Between Tuition at Public Uni- .
;( versities and Private, Institutions ' "
M 4. Relationship Between Tuition at public Uni- , B
- . versities wind Community Colleges -/ (
5. Relationship Between Tuition at Public Uni- o
versities and Out-of-State Institutions , —
- — " 6. Relationship Between Student and Taxpayer, - : .
Support of  Higher Education : A

., relate them .to the ahové~considerqtions. Among the tuition .

alternatives considered by the Committee were the folléy}ng; 2
) 1. Full costxﬁriﬁing' .t ‘
~ . 2. No fuition .- = . . . : )
¢ .3. Differential tuition charges by level of instrUiction ’
4

! paper summarize the rédbmmcndati «"0f the Study Committee -~

o . . .
studént access, and student opportunity must be met. lThcse‘

objectdves assure students of the right to a postsccondary4 .
cducation and:freedom to choosc the type of _institution” ' ~ 1: (
which best meebs their needs. . Sg;éiggs ITI and IIY_ of.this

on Tuitlon and Other Student Costs, rccommendations vhich the
Committce believe consistent with the goals and objcctives.
set forth above. . ' \ . S :

-
-~
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II. TULTION  »~ - ‘. T e ‘
The responsibili%y,£o§>mee%ing—pbstsepondary educational costs
is shared by the student, his oxr her parents, private donors, ’
and taxpayers tliretgh vg:ieus*i%%é}s’of government. This ., -
pattern of financing feflects' the ‘philosophy that education
benefixs both the individual and society. As pait of its e
review of the roie of ‘tuition at public universities,. the

*

' T ! . - =
After-reviewing-éhe factors which the Committee deemed‘lmpof:\‘- o
tant in the setting of a tuition policy for public universities, ..
ap attempt was made, to list-various tuition altérnatives and L

. Differential tuition chargés betwcen the undergraduate - . ' '
_.and graddate levels . . T . S )
"5, A Umiférm-fuition policy for all public universities S
. * ‘based on a .percentage of the statewidg\undergqqduati/

. instructional, cost ~ )

' 6. Reaffirmation of present Board policy whereby tuitjon .- -
charges be maintained at a level. of -one-third.-of the

- dndcrgraduaté instructional costipalgulated on the

. . appropriate.,system base = - §A ) o
e . R «[: ¥ - ol / -~ ) o
: i - A e /

, .
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The fourth alternalive, differeptial taition charges between
the undergraduate and graduate pevels, i$ the reqommendation

“as adopted by the Committec. differential undergraduate and

-7

graduate tuition policy appcaldd to the Comnittée bccallse o(1) -
it recognized the high cost of [graduate programs,: (2) it res”
duced the widening gap in stat subsidy 'for® undergrdduate and !
graduate students, and “(3) itlwas in keeping with the con--
siderattons identified as ncoessary im the sctting of -a tujtion
policy. 1n rcgard to an undergraduaec tuition policy, the:
Study ‘Committee on Tuitdion and Other Student Costs recommerfds ;
to’ the Poard-of! Higher BEducation: T o ‘ . .

—
! |

“1rhat tuition charges for résidcnt; undergraduste :

-

students be hmaintained -at a level of one-third of unfegrs . * .

graduate instructional cost calculated on the appropriate
system base. To this end, public university systems .
should raise undergraduate tuitions approkimately on a

proportional annual basis so that the one-tHird policy.

will be ‘fully implemented no later -than Fiscal 1980, — .

provided that: . \ T : S A
. % ., .

a. The General Assembly and Gover Qr“increése funding..of
- “the Illinois State Scholarship Commissjon's Monetary
- Award Program nd/pr/dther programs. to- offget the
impact of any proposed tuition incFeases:  on financially
- needy stufients, ° : L. Ty
b. Full implementation of tNe one-third policy at any
one systcm does not result in undergraduate. tuitjon
charges higher than undergraduate tuition charges at ¢
. the Unhiversity of 1lllinepis, and K
c. In the calculation of undergraduate instructional . ..
" costs to determine-agpropri‘te tuition;chérges,’qew
institutions be excluded f£fom the calculations during
the: first ten years of ogeration.. ' o

1 implementation of the one:
980, tuition charges should be

pplied in Board of Higher: ¥g+

endations routinély®gcreaftes."

Furthermore, followirg £
.+ ,third policy by Fiscal
" updated annually and

ucatiop\budget_réc
ve is similar to the present ‘Board - o
hovevar, -slight alterations |

-rave_occurred since '
the adoption of tlie present tuition policy in 1970 ince the®
adoption of,a tuition policy based .on the' 1968-69 Unit Cost -
‘Study, two new institutions, Sangamon State add Governors i
State, have becen established. ‘Instructional costs for new and ’
developing institutions arxe on the’avegqge~much’ﬁigher'thqn ) .
for established gnstitutidns. ° If the two devolaping high- -
cost  institutions are.included im the calculation of system-
wide” instructional costs for determining tuition charges,
higher tuition charges for the existing systems will resul;ﬂ

The recommendation a
_policy regarding. tuition
-have becn made to reflect changes whi

‘

-~ .
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r . -
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~N ’
In th‘ fort to minimize the effect of establishing a new
institution on a sy<tcm average' 1nstructaona] ost, it is
recomacided that these tﬂo institutions be C\c]udcd Erom the (

calc lation of tultlon for the first ten years ol operation. :
A O o 3 /\‘\
Ch ¢s in cnro]lment pdttcrn havc also occurred s1nce the ’

adoption of tHe tu1t10n~pollcy in 1970. Duc to stablllzlng
‘or declining cenrollments<within systems,,, compctition for
students has incrcascd. In can’ cffort to allay some fcars

. that further enrollment “declines will occur as a result of
the full implementation of th¢ tusrlon pollc /2[ is rec-
ommended -that Underqranuate tuig char

systcms mot exc¢edd those in_effect at
Illinois. , AT :

. N

> e other
e University of

" An advantage of Gothbyéshl a tuition pélicy is that it

clearly- indicates what p “cent of the cost of instruction
“students are expected £¢ pay if they are financially -able to o
do so. wAlthoygh there is nothing philosophically profound

‘about the one~}h1r ngure this pelicy coupled with -
adequate flnancnal aia- programs prOV1des a basis from which .,
students and, parents can operate in planning the financ1ng of -
a college.education. The setting of a tuition policy also C el
elimin4ates, the likelihood that individual: systems and in- L e

stitutions will recommend budgets whereby students arc
_expected to .contribute an amount above the maximum leyvel
recommundcd which could be an alternative financing plan if °

the state's share of the cost of higher education declined. )

A one-third tuitdion policy also *reinfordes the- concept that . (
~ the cost—of higyher education is a shared responsibility .
betwecen studehts and taxpayers. Although studeants would pay - s
a portion, of the instructional cost, it.is not only a small ' //
portion of -the full instructional cest but a fuch lower per=~ - <
centage of the total educational and general expenses, incurred . e
in the operatlon of institutions. X , T

In regarvrd to a graduate<tu1t10n policy,'the Study Committee

on Tuition and Other Studént Costs recommends to the Board

of ngher Education: <, « ’

i Z .
ne . )

“That tuition charges for re51dent, graduate students el
be maintained at a tevel of 133°1/3 pexrcent of the )
residént, indergraduate tuition charge at each system.
To this end public university systems should raise “
gre#uate tuitions to this level concurrently in 0 -
. relatlonthp to increases in undcrgraduate tuition -
.o charges.

The rcconmcndca graduate tuition pollcy clearly establishes'® + -,
the pr1nc1p1e that the more advanced, the revel of education, -
thc greatcr thq<cost should bc to thc student.. The Lqmmlttee .

o) e .
° ' . - ) v
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assertaod that the student’ s flnanCLa} sharce whonld in-
creasc as-he on’ she moves into more advanced levels Uf cd-
wcation \hcro the qoal is not mtrcly,Cchlev1ng basic skills -
but gaining acccss to higher-paying, professional lével jObS . .
‘A gradmate tuition pollpy aYso affirms the fact that in~.
structional costs rise sharply as students advauce as a - | '
comparison of und%:gradaate and graduate jinstructional costs

by system, based on the 19/2 73 Unit Cost Study rcveals B .
: i .Undcrgraduate - Graduate .
System . . Instructional Cost Instructional Cost
S : , : : A

»Board of Covernors ) « $1,464 ST, $2,686 .

Board of Regents . 1,488 4,235 ;

Southern I1ljinois University 1,661 - ) - 4,901 : ¢
'UnlverSLty of Illinois ... -+« 1,590 * . 4,206

v

Recommenalng grauuate tu1tJon at a level of 133 1/3 percent

‘'of the resident, undergraduate tuition charge is not and

cannot bhe a.precise means of measudring individual and societal PR
¥cnefdts of advanced levels of education. ' Various alternatives

were considexed in arriving at this numbexr. The number choSén, -

'133 173 percent, reflects the Comnmittee's belief. that graduate”
students should pay tuition at a level of one-third above that
of undclgraduate students. . . .- ’

\ - ] $

The recormended tuition p011c1ea call fo;/dﬁnual updating of
costs ana full 1mp1°mentat10n by no latey than Flscal 1980

¢ However, if the most S
tuséd, the following’ _ o0

.+ recent Unit Cost Study, 1972 73, weégx
by Fiscal 1980: ' o

tuition charges would be in effec

Undergraduate 'Graduate .

: , Tuition, *  Tuition . J
System C ~ " Chaxge Charge - ’
Board of Governors -, $488 $650 J
.Board of Regents w.. <+ 496 ", 660 _ .
Southern Illinois University 830 - 707 -
University of’ I}lanlu,' ' " 530 « =707 - ‘

A prev1ous Board/pollcy adopted in December, 1970 stated o

“that “non-resident tuition be maintained at.a level of'loo - Coty
pecrcent of the instructional cost base." Non-resident tuition ’
charges in other states were reviewed and.determined ta be ]
substantially higher than resident tuition chargcs, approx- .. |
imating ‘75 to 100 percent of 1nstructloha1 cost. - Therecfore, .
the Study Commilttce on Tuition and Other Student Costs Lcc7

“ommends. to..the Board of - Highcr r‘ducat:Lon.A; ) ‘ A ,

.l . ,

"That tuitlon charqcs for' non- resxdcnt, undcrgraduate - T
studtnts bc malntalndd at a. 1evcl of® full 1nstruct1ona1
- N . 4‘// . /\’
.10: e e i
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COoL calculaLf&_pn the rpﬁéoprlate,,ystcm bdso and
tuition charges for ngh- rcsndont/’qraduabo students bhe
maintained at a le of 133 1/3 tlarcent' ofthe non-
resident, under dujgte tuition charge at cach system.
Purthermore, i€ is roeocommended that the Board of S
Higher, qucaﬁjon,Zeﬁ?Tail entering into réciprocal | -
tuition ﬂchfmcntb Wth other states if -such agrcgments
prove tQ be flscally ‘sound, " ‘ )
Bascd on the Fall, 1973 DRoard of nghor Educatioé\rnrollmént
Surve/, & non-resident tuition policy will affect Oﬁly 9,487 -
students in public un1VCLbLtleQ° Dlucountlnq the number of
non-residciht stud“nts recelv1ng institutional .waivers, it
aoppears that fewer than 4,000 students paid non- -resident .
tuition in 1973. ) ' -
The propooed non-resident tuition policy requires the- same
methodolegy for im lcmcntaalon as the-resident tuition policy-.
Althougfi no attompi was' made to estimate what the instructional
costs will be by Fiscal '1980, if the 1972-73 Unit Cost Stud
were used to calculate 1nstructlona1 ‘costs,- the followirng n%/~
' resident tuition charges would be 1n effect by Fiscal 1980:

- /

Non—re51dent Non-resident
- . . Undergraduate . Graduate
Systenm . < Tuition Charge Tuition Charge

"Board of Governeprs- .. $1,464 - - $1,952

. Board of PRegents - 1 ﬁBS - 1,984
‘Sputhern .I1linois UanGfSltj ) 1,590 , - 2,120
Unlversity of 1111n01s ‘ 1,)90 _ 2,120 -

Ililnoﬁs hlstorlcally ﬁﬁ!siaen a net exporter of. students.
Based on the most recent/natlonal data available, Fall 1968,
81,039 studehfs. left Illln01s and 48,585 students entered
Illlndls to Attend a postsecondary institution for a net loss
of 32;454 s udents. Dle to the large number of Illinois
'students who'migrate to surrounding states, Illinois has been -
asked to ¢nter into rec1probal tuition agreements with other
‘states /However, the Committee cautions the Board.to only
consider ‘entering into reciprecal. tuition agreements if the ~
benefits ,of such an agreemcnt favor Illinois as Well as the /
other sLaLe 1nvolved . e - T,

s
The Comm*Ltee also rev1 wed 1nstructzona1 costs. in- the pro—
‘fessional- education prggrams. Three hyghrcost programs were
1d9nt1fvcd for iurbherﬂstudy. ;Thc se”programs were- me@1c1ne,
dcnthtry ahd'vatorlnary medxc1ne.. %&nce all three of” the; pro-=
g;améﬂrCZQ;ed to the health professr ns,--the’ Conmlttee requesﬁed
thc llgalth Fducation Commission to ¢¥plore the coa% and benefits
Qf the, programs and ;960mm§nd hppr_px:ate ]evcl$¢of tuition foq/(




&

‘these prog*an

“means ¢f financing’ a college
.month period between announcement and 'implementation of a
. tpitign. inoreasc,. contingeld- upon”legislative and gubecr- ; -

’ 27 i!?*% 4 L o |
. e - . / !
.+ A xcport of the Health Education Cominisgion
ncd the financial comumitment of the State of
Illinois-to hfalth cxpansion, costs of hecalth pio essiolns, ed- .
ogram to the. State on a-per .student basjs, hoy . ,
‘ finance their cducation, nationwide tuifion-ldvcéls, ’
f#nancial aid available to students ingthe health~nrofessions,
and tho meén:income'of,physicians, dentists, ‘and vet

carmfﬁlfy.gnt]

Basced on the cost of.the cducational programs in medic®ne, *
dentistry, and;vétcrinary mc¢dibecine -and the rate of rcturd .on
the, student's dnvestment, the Health pducac v Comisiiow -

recormended a.tuition incrcase. However, in rcLomMeggiq_
tuition imcrecase, the Commission warned that cognizancg/fust Be .
taken of the impact -on the student who, for whatever. yreasons, “

may beé clesed o%} of an opportunity, for a medical,
veterinary medidine cducation due to the added fi
More specifically, the llcalth Education Commissi
and the Study Committce on Tuitiorn and Othet
corcurs: . . ) )

“That/ég;/noard of ‘Higher Education’r coﬂ%end»to the - ,
appropriate governing boards that tpition levels-for
public schools of medicine, dentdsfry, ‘and veterinary

t

. mediFine,bc set at the followi g /academic 'year rates /

in Fi'scal Year 1977 and adjugted in proportion to the . '
undetrgraduate tuitionzinciiiges‘thereafter; . _ o
. Medicine ; V/%1,250 o R !
. Dentistry ’ 900 ° - .,

.750 . T

x R ,

Veterinary ‘Medicife
f

A final recommendation
Other Student .Costs 1
policy is as follows;

the Study OQumittec on Tuition and *  °

arding implementation of a tuition 'y 7
3 . < o ™ . . -

"That any propos tuition increase be announcéd

by the' individual governing boards ro later ‘than .

the date of thé required budget submission to '

the Boafq/dﬁfuigher Education in orderftbwpfov'ae : -

studenty withysufficient opportunities to explore
‘ varioB;Aﬁean of financing the additional cost-."

t .

-
.

The impetus for' this recommendatioh
students and/or "their parents need s
ucatiion.

?as the reali%ation that'
ifficiegt time to plan ° o
WBA ninc-to-twelve % . .

natorial appraval, would dllow sufficient time to exploxe - ~
various means of-financing the additional cost, including
possible qualificatiop for financial aid. 7 - R

' »

- N




¢ III. MEETING COLLEGE Cosé

+ ‘ .
The ability~to mcct,g9l{ggc costs is of:primaYy concern to
studerts and/or théir parents in ®he decismon to attend a post-
spconiery instiwution. | Colleye costs are defined as the pay- .
ment of tuition,* f€es, room and board, .and other miscellaneous. |
expenses.  The Commitlec recognized that colleqe cests as
defincd abpove y§'no means reprcesent the aggregate co of .
obtaining a"psst_sec*ry education, however, it ig thegse .. .
costs :which studenis®are expected to contribute towdrds their
~education and living:renrenses. i]though the absolute dollar.
anount required from students and/or their familiecs in meeting
callege, costs was given considerable attcﬁgion by the Com- :
mMittee, a'morxe critical consideration was the vay this burden - -
is distributed anong students and/or their famITics, vwhose

ability to mcet educational and living expenses varies enormously.,

The Committee, in reviewing how students finance college costs .
and the manner in which costs are distributed, recognized a ‘
strong nced for viable financial aid programs whigh distribute
financial aid to students who without ‘assistance would not be
able to attend a pPostsecondary institution. Therefore, state
.and federal firancial aid policies were carefully scrutinized .
to determine their effect-on Illinois students. A total of
eleven,recommendatidns,designed“to improve existing financial.
aid-programs follow.: o ) ) : : -
Of mgjor concern to the Committece w&s the inaccessibility of'thev
‘Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program to students. - Because funds are
" made, available by private lenders, lower income and minority .
students may-not b erved under this program if lenders con-
sider them a badg-x .. With the 'prime interest rateron other
doans fluctuating bgllcer 9 and 12 percent annually, some lend-

A4

1,ers have been unwillflag to loan’méney to anyisthﬂents under ‘the

Illinois Guaranteed an Progxam at a 7 percent interest rate, -
even with additional. federal subsidies between 1 1/2"and 3
‘percent. The inability of some” students-tgyobtain loans unger
present market conditions prxompted the Gen Assembly to re-
quest- that ISSC conduct a fgasibility.stugy on
as ‘a‘direct lerder to students. The resulits
feasibility study_should be available in Ma
" .The. Commitfee considered it critical
able to students who hecd them.-
¢aliling' for a substantia eas
Comnittec felt strongly that Yoans rmust be available in par-
+ t¥cular to graduate students to assist hem in financing their
"education. if the fcasibility\Qﬁudy onidirect State_lending.
conducted .by ISSC proves that direct stite lendipng is both - -

fiscally prudent and can-open up the lodn market ..tp additional

-

. ,stqdanié,-thp Committec would be generally supportive of 'its

L

implementation. TheaC8wmittee would rchTmcnd:,

[N

e
-

»
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"rhat the 11linois State Sghofa¥ship Commission bring
: : } oring
any recomwcndations Concerning Ahe 1mplcmentat10n of

‘a dircect . state lending program before tha Board of
Higher. Lducation for its, information. Unti#l such

comp:leted by the Iilinois State Scholarship Com- ‘
mission, the Board of Higher Education regards con-
tinuation of the present Illinoig Guarantced Loah
Progrom, with possible modification, as-an ongoing
soarce of funds for students in need of loans. An

dquLlonal lending 1nsL1tdt10ns. . . . .
‘ /.
In order to .assure students of the avallablll by of educational ’
opporuunthy withcut regard to financial ‘status, the Commlttee’
set anong its highest pr:orltles the follDW1ng recommendatlon‘

vThat the Illinois institutions of hlghcr educat10u4
their governing boards and the Board of Highe¥ Ed-"
ucation glve higher funding priority to the op- N .
eration of student financial aid, counsellng,
. employment cffices in an effort to’ 1ncrcase\t eir *
“\." services to studenits in need of" financial as
<. . ance, to increase their share of fedexal ax . .
?statc studeﬁt ald rcsourcns pPx escntly available, . -

“ \1mpleu ntatlon 1n all publlc un1 ersities of the .

iversity."

L)

$evelop§d at Illln01S\State
'Thq Commltt ‘¢was appalled gg;he lack of 1hformat10n ava1lr

able from fdmdhcial a offi concerning the number of =, .
~of, sxua nts, belng ferved The Commlttee realized that;ln order\f
“1to~xect1fy this \51tuat10h the cooperation of the Board of. ' " )

JAng'. bodrds“must bé solicited. Therefote. it was’ recommendEd

L 1mpldmented aL ‘cach® publ:c unlver51ty, with the cost of
‘",documdntatlon .and tra ing peCQSFary to 1mplemént the system
“being boxnc: by the Sta e of Ji}}%bls through theaBoard of FA
ngher‘tducatxon. _

*

R .
3,

\,
'~ ~

The‘beneflts of»such a system axe nﬁmerous.'*Borémost,\more -
‘'studénts ‘could be se:ved Af f;ndnc;al aid‘offlcos used computcr- {
assisted financial’ A1d mdnagemgnt Systéms. ™~ ,Presehfly, the appli-.
‘cation whigh s Luudntsqare reqplrcd‘tp submit™ is processcd manunally
* as is the. pack: ng\oﬁ fxuaucrql aid., Under a computer-assistced
"‘systcm, those Wsks could bo hnndlcé by the computcr, thu° frcc-

? . ' N “x - .
. \ -

LI

N tLroem LY

cffort shouid also hm rade to w1den‘part1c1patlon by . .
A ]

" nghhf\Educatlon and- 1nd&v;dua1 institutions. and, their gOVern-" RS

that a computer- assisted flnanc1al d manaéement system be o

tire as aJsfeasibility study on dircct state lending is e

studentspreqhestlng angd recelvxng aid and the economicg prdf;lex —} 2

~ t. - . k4 £ - .
- - - ’ N . » - .
I 1 . - . \' . v-‘ e ) .
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Ainformsgion relatgd to total student cost and financial aid pro-

. . /7 - . . . -
ing staff time for mceobting with 'individual studeats and
them swlve any problems thuy arc having in secking s SSI N
As problems are solved, 'more and more Students cou be scrved
by the financial aid.office. by frceing steff frofm the ranual,
activitics whlch fh"y are prcsbntLy required to pﬂrform, the -~ .
importuant role of COUh°“11DO could be performcd more adequately..
The Cowcittez recognized, Lhe'largo necd for financial aid .
coumgcli ng of 1nd3v1dna] students ,with special problems and those
sccklwg placement in <on- campus and off- —-campusg- jobs. -
N 13
Anothgr bencfit ofi-a cb"putor-aq31 ited financial aid ranage-
ment systen is’ that through the :documentation of. empirical data,
institutions should be able to reteaiva additional federal funds
for student aid. .The tapplication' which’ institutions must file’

" for reguesting fundlnq under the Supplemental 'Eduvcational g .

Opportunity Grant, College Work-8tudy, and-National Direct
Studenié Loan programs requires verification of the financial '
need of the stuvdent body. A computer-assisted system can ;
documeht student need bxginteg ating the files ol students
preseubly receiving .aid;/ Illihois State Unlvelsaty, through tho
use of their financial aid system, has consigtently been able
#0 increase its share ofifederal funding for student aid pro-
rams, while most: other institutions have shown a decline in
the level of fedecal. funding for studént aid programs. Another
benefii{ of the implementation-of a computer -assisted flnan01al
aid management system ‘would be that the Board-of Higher Ed-
mcation would. have empirical data available -in reviewing the .
need for aaditlonal f;nanc1al aid. ) A . T ‘ (

The Committce+also encouragcd contlnuatlon of the efforts. begun ] ]
by this Committee and previous Comaittees 1n the development of -

grams and the -impact that ashanges in either. areéa will have on

past policy de¢isions. To this end; the Study Committee on* PR
Tultlonuand Other Ghudent Costs recommends to the Board of " .. -
ngher Dducatlon. N . € ) _ ] .8

"That the Board of ngher qucatlon contlnue its efforts-
to develop a comprehengive-data-base for all sectors of
: Illinois hlgher edutation on 1nformatlon relatlng to -
©  total 'student .cost, tuition and fees, and f1nanc1al aid .
programs in onder to, ‘monitor: - Lt " ’

.
- . . e

changcs in féderal and state finamcial aid pOllGleS
. .and their potential or. actual impact on, enrollments
and the utudcnts abillgy to heet college costs;

-ty

b. changes in.the, unmet’ student cost ‘between and within
’ ‘thé public and private- sectors of ehrigher education,
C. thp 1mpact of tuition incrcases em enxollments ;-
and rcguI“lnq changcs in. the dlstrrbubbon of : A .f
‘@ ° studgn by fanﬁtly income, and LT .
: d.‘a!tc at:on in .the undugllcd!éd hcadcohnt of £it- N
L . 1nc11§ aid ré p;igtq w1tH1n and’ amonq thg varlous . (
- e S Lox of hi r e ucatl n.~ . e L .
« * @ 59 %y pn.-. . .. . A I
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L ' This ;nEOLmation is to be co]lgctcd through the Apnual

’ ’ Rinancial Aids Survey and.ﬁgport published by the Board, .
_ state and fbdgrdl reports, "and any surve instruments e
decemad necdéssaty by the BOdlﬂ ‘staff, - h??}nﬁ‘rmatlon

- ~will be prdsaned to the Boﬁrd in an An ' ’Report for

A their con<idg¢ration.” F

!‘.‘: ‘ ’ ' — , -"m "

’ "In an effort to assist in the expanflon of ppportunities for

students’ secking financia sﬁstance, the /study” Cemmittee on

¢ Tuition 4nd Othex StLdenL sts rccommnnd*n

-

-

l_

< ; "Thot . the Board of Iligher Educntlon urge Lthe ﬁeﬂﬁg&éﬁ -
;o Avqcmbly and Governor to vzgoAOL support expansy .

. of the federallwy-funded sic Poucaélonal Oppbrtunlty' .

Grant and College Work:gfﬁdy progrgms. o, - B ’

P
4

These two programs were. hlghllgh*ed by the Commlttee due to the
belief that these programs are most likely to have a, long-
range impact on urdergraduate students needing a551stance in
the payment 60f college. costs. The Basic Educational Opportunity
Grant program {(REOG)., designed to provide needy undergraduate

- studerts with a/y sdmum entitlement of .$1,400 per year, allows

' ‘students.an’ o i
as well as

4

cholta of the type of institution to attend. 'The
. N ollege rk-Study, program (CWs) prov1des employment funds for -
wey Income students’in "order to help them meet the student .
contribution of one-fourth of college costs éxpected of them.
It is expected that once the BEQG program is fully funded, a
number of other federally fumnded student assistance programs
‘/Whlch afe 1nst1~ut10na11y based will be elimlnated' However, ¥
the consensus of the Committec was that -the College Work-' .
- Study program must be prescrved,since.it is the only means ' by’
which many. lower income students can earn money ‘to meet the
:expected student contribution. = .- \ }’
" Although the Committee believes that the State's pract:ce of
. awarding ‘'underdraduate tuition 'and 'fee grants to needy.students
'[( . should be continued, it felt.that the.federal government' should
.» assume the respon31b111ty‘of providing funds to needy students
for the payment of other college costs. This belief is based
primarily on.immediate and ‘long-range returns which the fed-
eral government galns through ltS investment ‘in students
needing assistance via theg income tax ‘structure. The mean -
~ income of a male ceollege graduate 18 and older in Illinois
- exceeds that of a male hlgh school graduate by’ approx1mate1y .
.$5,362 and the federal‘1n¢omc tax which a college graduate pays, °
. exceods -that of a high' school graduate”by approximately $1,185
- a _per year. Even though mean incomé is depcndcnt upon age and
experience ;p most cases, ‘it is clear that “the federal 'govern~
omént would Trecceive a full return on its 1nvcstment in a relatlvely
short pcrlod of time. . .

QJ

- . ’
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Although the Committee regards the role of the Federal govern- . '
ment’ in the distribution of financial aid as crucia it .t ]
rccogngyc' the impprtont role which the State of I 1noig has ) (:
played in the distribution®of iluanC1al aid via tuition and fee -
grants and waJvcru,_omploymont, and loans. After a;carcful '

. rcviem.oi existing preograms, tlie Committce recommended:

o "rhat financial need should be-the controlling element ~

in the distribution of 'state~appropriated funds for

student aid to undergradunte studeints in all sectors '\;,/

of Illinois hlglel-educatloﬂt To- this end, it is rcc-

ommendcd that thc aon-needs based Genexral Asucnbly

Scholar*ﬁips bz eliminated. B

. /s'”’ .
The Illanons State SChOlurohlp'CommLSSLQD_hau’%ﬁCﬂr T~

. the major rcspouqvhlllby fcr the digtrihuta student - 1
aid Pascd on nesd. It is recommended that, any future )

- incrcasces f‘“n?eesebascd/éenunelaL*ﬁ d plUUrﬁﬁsnégndCd .

_by the State be administercd by the IDInois State Scholar-
ship Comwission. It is.further recommen
I&é&no¢s~§t§tsf§;23iarshJg Commigsion ,expand
of applicants SSE grants by decreasing the

expected famlly/contrl by income range.

' This rcceﬁﬁe;;;tlon is con81stent with recent trénds at the
_ federal and state levels. whereby student grants. dare based on
need. Clearly the goal of "availability of educational -~ IRV
opportunity without regard to financial status" cannot be i—£-

—— et without strong grant progwams to. aid lower income students ]

in the payment of college ‘costs. . Since the General Asscmbly
Scholafshlps dre not-consistent with this guiteddas _bhoing NoN“gie..
needs based and not intended primarily for lower income students, o
+theg Committee has recommended their ellmlnatlon. pé )
Cognlzance was also glven to the need to alter the ISSC exPected
“family conttribution schedule whenéver econonic condltloné; \
. necessitate its adjustment in oxrder to maintain the avallablllty
of eduCatlonal opportunity to ajll Illinois citizens. In as much
as, present‘economlc conditions have placed a. financial burden on
many lowér ‘and middle income families, the Committee has rec-
enmended thdt the ISSC consider expanding the ellglb111ty of
applicants for ISSC-‘grants by decreasing the level of erpect-
ed famlly contrlbutlon by income range. - s o
Ve .

The goal uhlch the Conmlttee set forth in recommendlng the ‘
* elimination’ of financial-barriers to higher educatlon rompted - ® -
the follOW1ng recommendation: - C} -
N . 4 ,

e "that the prcscnt Board. pollcy llmltlng undergraduate . .
RS " 1n,t1tut10na1 waivers to two percent of the institution's -
~. - anmaal fall, ‘full-tine cqulvalent undcrgraduate enrolIment

C ‘be closcly monitored and strictly ‘enforced through '

N ‘budgotary measures by Fiscal ]977. A T (ﬂ
..' . . '. . . 17 : : -.‘ BN ". . “ ) ,
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. gince a majortity of the institutipnallwaivq}s.Qgrlihdefﬁ}aduﬁte
students are ' not hased on nced, a-lipi;ggipnwﬁi—tw6’pgfbcnt is

’ consistent with the Board's offort%tgahégp;ﬁénpneéﬂé—bascd . B

(> . awards to a minimun. Althouqh,Tﬁé?ﬁg&ﬁionﬁi'waivcrs in some i
' cascs arc avarded on the ‘basis of _aecidemic ability og,talent, 1
. - the Coitnitteé fcels that its strongest commitngne fiust be to

students who without assi§tanCC could .net..attend an institution.

. ) S
By recommcniding that financi#l.nded should he the controlling
~ A clement in the distribution of -studerit aid, rhe Committee advised:
: that thoso srith~<the ability to pay collége costh” should,do, so.”
"The-Cormittet in its dsliberations. viewed non-r-payable assist- -
ance ‘to gradpate students from a much differept perspegtive
thgn-assistanCc to undergraduate studentssflﬂnPStud§ Comrmittee -

Y- on Tuition and Other Student Costs régouniands to the- Board of .
Higher Iiducation: - s g ¥ o
) /. C~ . - ' .
. 7 "Thut the State of Illinois not support, &t this time,
. any additional efforts to initiate any stpdgpt grant
. and tuition waiver programs for students at.the -
; graduate ‘level.” ' PR = .
. / C~ ~ T T e .

/This recommendation is based on.the belief that society benéfits .
- ¢ more frow a broader segment of its -citizenry possessing an
undergraduate qdqcat}pnwéhan from a much n@%rowergﬁsgment
y possessing a graduate education. For instance, a 1ssion to
© graduate education»is based ih part,:if net solely, on a
.. "studeni's academio merit and requirerients are more stringent -
(“ : than at the’ undergruduate level. Aid to graduaté students,

- largely through federal funding, has been consistent with
admission policies .in that grants are awarded,on the basis of
academit abikity yather than financial need. For -instance,

————=-many graduate students are selected to serve in junior faculty
positions or as.research_assistants based-on special aptitudes
- or abilities.” =~ . 7 - - e X B :
. .. Ho, o . . . ] 7 o
Due to the special mission of graduate educatiop, thé Committee
& ., felt that the responsibility which the federal government has
‘® assumed in awarding fellowships and traineeghips to students
’ " . in ‘programs designed to'meet manpower need$ should be continued
and not dupddcated by the State. ~“The primary state-suppqrted
aid program¥>for graduate students arg.fghe teac ing and research
assistantships in public universi€les.. The ‘Committee recognized
TN the valuable sraining and cxpcrience. that graduate students .
~ receive through assistantships.and supported continuation of
v these programs. ' : '

However, the Committee felt it would be inconsistent to expect
- undergraduate students to pay tuition and fees”if they'are
< ~_«* finang¢ially able to do so and not expecct the, same from grad-
&7 vatgfstudents who are not performing a service to the
. 4 institution.. Therefore, it felt institutional waivers to

(ﬂq . ,€9~f . . . ) Y i_ | i i o ‘e




. graduate students not scrving in_a.éeachinq or recsearch
,capacity should be discontinued. For greduate students not
receiving but hceding financial assistance, the Committee
. recomincnds the uso .of Joans for poyment of college costs’ since ~

‘the bonefits which a student will receive .through incrcased’ |
incone from an advanced dogree far excceds the amount of loans -
requircé. ‘ ’ ‘ - ¢

.
. ~
4 ' .

Althouoh the Comaittce commeénded the Illinois State Scholarship .
Conmitsion for its efforts in distributing aid to financiglly
ncedy students, if also sought a mcans of maximizing the
opportunities. offered by 18SC so Lhat a larges nymheir of currept
and potential students could bznefit. Therefore, scveral rec= .
ommendations- and suggestions are offered to ISSC as a means of
increazing acccus to- nigher education. The Study Committee on:
Tuition and Othicr Student Costs recormends: ) . .
[

“That the Illinois State Scholarship Commission ° .

eliminate its -practjce of ‘distributing partial awards

for tuiticn and fecs in blocks of $150, but rather

distribute partial ocwards in an amount equal to the

total amount of. nted shown according to the standard-

ized needs analysis formula." . ‘

o

Ry v ~

Current ISSC practice is such that if student does not qualify
for a maximum award-full tuition and datory. fees. up to.a .
maxims: of $1,350-his or her award is rounded down to the nearest
multiple of $150. For instance, if a student is eligible for ‘
%248, he or she would receive an award of, §300.. If a stated
purpose of the ISSC is to “equalize educational.opportunity by
-removing financial barriers to college," the Committee strongly
feels that a student meetiing the minimum requirements of- I8SC
should be able to receive @ partial award equal to- the total
amount of need calculated usiny the needs analysis formula.

The Cormittee was alse concérned that an increasing number of -/
ISSC Monetary rd winners are not accepting their awards.

For example, durilg 1973-74 90,224 awards were announced, but
~only 72,246 awards or 80 percert were claimed by enrolled
students. -The Committee believes that annual surveys could
‘provide information on the adequacy of student ‘assistance

programns in providing access to higher educatiqhi‘as well as
information onwhy approximately 20 percent of the monetary
award winners are not accepting their ‘awards. . Therefore). the .
Study Committce -ori Tuition and Other .Studemt Costs recommendsz: ..

L

"That the 1llirois State Scholarghip Commission .
conduct a yecarly survey of nonFacceptors of-monectary’ "
_awards in an effort to cvajpate the program and its
, ° .siccess in the fulfillmen¥¥of stated objectives.”
In addition to rgpay&biq and non-repayable assistance prégrams,
stpdcnt,emprﬁymcnt)p#ogyamsfprbvido an importantrsource‘of_w.
“- [ Sl . - ) - .

‘ L N - .
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funds fox sfudents Ln flnanc1ng th(Lr e ucaton. Althou h the
‘s\ties proposed co
. increas 1nq on tampu> emuloyment TUnd% by appl ately $6 0. . ;
) million, the Committee found little’ justification for thls . .
proposal. With the excepthn of the College Work- SLudy pro- . §
" gram, student cmployment is not necds-based and the income levcls
- of 'students emp]oyed arc nétravailable. It is impossible to
monltur the nmumber of students cmployed: off-campus, however, it. ~
°  is assumaed that in the metropolitan. arcas, such as Chlcago,‘
o these nuubers could be ‘substantial. Dae to the lack of data:
available concernlr’ the necd for additiongl statc fundirg of
student emplovitont, the Cpnmlttco was hesitant la recomrending
« " any additional funds for. this purposg. However, -individual .
© campus assessmonts of the need for additional student empoyhent
- opportunities are cncouraged. Therefore, the study Committee on L
«Taition and OLher Student ' Costs recomme ndv' .
“That student . .cmployment programs be eoq31oered as -
an important source of funds for students in meeting
college costs and their contthugtlon should Be = - = . .
: ' encouraged. However, any- expansion of student’ ) :
employment programs requiring additional fundlng\ : o et
should be incorporated and justified in-an e

institution's anpual budget submission.” , _. C

*

It is noted that no recommnndatlons regard:ng the maximum award

- evel or assistance to students in nr:vate 1nst1tutldﬁ§%have .
been made. .The Committece regarded tHese issues as morex - ' .
approprJate'ln the updating of the McConnell Commission Report.
Howcver, 'in an effort to emphasize tRe importance which the _

- Study Committee on Tuition amd Other Student Costs places Qn o

this is sue, it recommends - .

. L

- "That the Board of Higher qucatlon 8irect its
: attention to the necessity of increased state aid -
A to private institutions of higher education té S
) lessen the impact of*inflation on their costs and K . |
.. help to assure theix V1ab111ty " . . B

'y . - - .

-

Iv.. CONCLUSION

. . .
) N 3 -

~

The Leconmendatlons contalne& in, this report and summarized
below are sct forth as a.framework ih which to plan for the .
future as dollar resource§ available are matched against
the nceds of students and institutions of hlgher education,
As- fcd&yal state financial aid programs are altered,
policy rcqardlng tuition and financial aid must be
 $ cont1 ually rcasseqsed to, determine the potential impact
“on’ st s who feced financial’ assistance in ‘attending EED
- postsecondary institutions. Thus), careful planning, _ O
monltorlnq of pr0qram changes, and the ability to adapt'_ ot

N - i
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to changinq conditions must 'prevail if the students of o L ‘$
Illinois are to be af£01dcd postsecondary educational o 4
opportunltle ‘ » B (;

SUMMARY OF RECOMMDNUATIONS . .o ™ \Z/ ' o

1.. That tulLlon chargco for resident, undergraduate students
be maintained -at a levci'of one-third q& uxdbrgraduute in-
structional cost caléulated on the appropriate system base. ~
To'this end, “public university systems should raise under-. L
gradvate tuitions aporo*lmetcly on a proportional annual
basis so that the onc-third pollcy will b=z fu]ly 1ﬁp1ememted -

3+ no laker than Flscal 1980, providgd that' . *

) é;_mhc Gener°1 Aueombly and Govvrnor increase funding of. .
~ the Illinois Statce Scholarship Commissian's Monctary >
. Avard Program and/or othér programs to ¢ffset the . . o

- impact of any proposed tuition increas on financially.

needy studcnt '
b, Full ;mglemcntatlon of the one third poN at any

1nst1tut10ﬂs be excluded from the calculatlons durlng -
the flrot ten years of operatlon. ] : (

Furthermore, follow1ng full 1mplcmentat10n of the one-
* ,- third poliey by Fiscal 1280, thition charges should- b% R
updated annyally and. epplicd in Board of Higher Ed~ = -

9 < -

s ucation . budget recommendations routlnely thereafter. Te -

«

2# That tuitién charges for resident, graduate students be - T
" maintained at a level of 133 1/3 percent*of the resident, _
undergraduate tuition charge at each system. To this end,* . =
publlc university systens should raise graduate tuitions™
" to*this level concurrentlyain relationship to 1ncrea¢es
. in undﬂrgraduaLc tu1t10n charges. .

3. That the Board of ngher Education recommend .o the S Py
approprlate governing bcards that tuition levels . for - ,
public -schools of medicine, -dentistry, and_ vcterinary ) -
medicine be' set'at the follow1ng academic rates in
Figcal Year 1977 and adjusted in proportion to under—
graduate tuition 1ncrca$es thcreafter.

. &7 \
L=

. Medicine - .$1,250

., Dentistry ) 900 e T T )
Vetorlnary'ned1c1ne 750 .o :

»
.

4."‘That tuition (hargeo for non-r031dcnt, undexqraduate _— s
students be maintained at a level of - full'instructional .~ .- ( -
cost calculated on the agplogrlqtc system base and ° E -




(.

. . N . v.}

e | & ' % ":x’ -
tultlon cha1qeq [pr nan roeidant gtaduatc siudents bc 1

maintainaod atwl’lchl ‘of 133 ‘173 pCchnt bf_thé non- LI

.resident, undorqraduato tuition, changc at cach system., .-
. Furtheormorey&it, ;s reconmended that ‘the Board of Righer
rducatlon,conslaef*ento AL into reciprocal tuitiom -

agrcehents: with othcn states if such agreemcnts prove .. :

. to be fascaily sound T e I”‘" L
7 .\ ] \ . "’.‘-v” , -
5. Thdt“anprropo«nd tuitdion 1nqxease be announced by the
individual ggwerning boards. no later than. the date of
the reguired ‘Budget subszSLoﬂ to the Boand of Higher ~
Edutatton Ln ordex to prpvlde students w with’ suff1c1ent .
o opportunity to e>plore various means Q 1b§n01ng the
add:tlonal -cost. .4 ) . . “, B
6. That, the. 1111n01s S?ate Sehplarshnp Conmlsslon bring ‘any
©  rccommendations Qoncernlng the, hmpleméntation of a direct
state lending- proqrqp hefores the Qoard of Higher Ed-
ucation for its 1n£ornatlon Untll such time as a
£ea31b~11ty study on direct state lendlng is completed by
BRCE _.the Illinois State Scholarshlp Commission, the Board of
quhcr Lducation yegards- contlnuatlon of -the present
Illinois ‘Guaranteed Loan Progran, w1th~p0§31ble mod-
ification, as an- ongoing source of fundsg for students in
need of loans. An effort should -also ‘be made .to widen
part1c1oﬁt10n by add1t10na1 1end1nr 1nst1tut10ns.

T,
ﬁ*@' governing boards and ‘the Beard of Higher:Education give

. higher funding priority to the operdtlon of. student finan-
. cial aid, counscling, and emoloynent offices in an effork

. to increase their services to- students in need of flnuu—

2 cial assistance, to increase their share of federal-and -

state student ajid-resources presently, available, and to
Jhonor their commltment to acCess to hlgher education.

To thas end, the Board of Higher Fducation °hould recommend
a one-tim¢-$25,000 allocation for the implenentation’ in

all .public utniversities of the compuiter~assisted financial

aid management system developed at IllanlS otate Univerr<
Slty. :

" -
- L e ,,-""
St # -

o 8———That the Board of Higher EducQt10n<cont1nue its efforts.te

develop a comprechensive data .base for¥ all sectors of

T Illinois’ hlgher education oh information relating to total

student{ cost, tuition and fQES,,and flndnc1a1 ald programs
- in order to monitor: . - . -

a.'changes in federal and state fananc1al aad‘pollczes and
their potentlul or actual 1mpact.on.enrollmcnts and the’
v students' abidity to dmeet- college costs, '

b. changes in thé unmet student cost between .and within

RE N

That ‘the 1111n01s 1nst1tut10ns of- hlgher educatlon ‘their

- thc public” and‘prlvatc sec10r§>of hlghcr tducatlon, »
,‘%fil L .t . "’p__ o

. et A N
L . , . . -
Y ' T
w-d - : - - .
- L L - A f
s : . .
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. 'c. the ;mpacL of tu1t10n PG 1705 on cniollments ‘and ‘ N \Q\i_
— resulting ch@nqeo in the dlutrlbutlon of tudcnﬁs PN
) « by family inceme, and A
d: alterations in the unduplicated headcount of flnanc1al ) C
aid recipicents within and among Lhc VArlou ,scctors of : ~
) ,,hlgacr<educatlen1v-—e~-w4‘""~~ﬂ' T R
- * - -
__This information is to. be collccted throuuh' the Annual .ot
~" Financial Aids Sarvey and Heporvt published by the Boald -
. state and federal reports, and any survey instruments L
_deemed-necescary by the Board staff. The informati®n.
"will be prcccntcd to the Board in an Annual RepOLt for
;// ) »Atherf—eo sideration. .- . X .

A

ot

- — L .
o, Ther the DBoaid of quhcr Education urge the General
" Ass ewhly and Governor -to V1corovqu upp0?t expansion ‘
of the federal]y funded Basic Educational Opportunlty
— Crant and College Work-Study progranms.. ‘
0. ThdL financial- need should be the contrdll;ug element
\x>———1n the_distribution of state- approprlated funds for . . ) B
student. aid to undergraduate students in aIl ctors of | .
I111ino6is higher education. To this end, it isfrec- . ]
* omnacnded’ that the non- -needs bascd Feneral A°sembly Scho]— :
arshnps be cllnlnated ‘ : . . e
- . > . e
“The Illinois State Scho]arsh;p Commission ‘has ingurred
~ the major res pon51b111tv for the distribution of student . A
<" . a3d based on need. It is recommended that. any future - = . ( -
.._» incrcases. in neceds-based financial aid programs.funded by . . ..
the State be administercd by the Illinois State Schol- . . ‘
arship Commission. It is- fu*thcl recommcndcggtpat the
.- IllanlS State Scholarship Commi iop expana igibll;xy )
of applicants for ISSC grants. by egrea31nq the level of- S
expeblbd famlly contrlbutlon by incéme.range.® = . - .

11, That the pre ient Board pollcy limiting undergradua in- T
.~ stitutional’*Waivers to two percent of the 1nst1tpt10n S % -
.7 -annual fall full-time~equivalent undergraduate, &nroll~ L.

- ment be closely monitored and strictly- enfdrced through C
~»-~—budgctary mecosures by Fiscal 1977 . - . TN

12 .‘Lhat Lhex&tate qf/illlnol not support, at thas t1Ne, any . A
T TEAdiE ional efforts -to initiat®& any student grarnt and - o
tuition walver/progxaﬂp for studcnts at--the graduate DT Lot
level s 5 L e L T

e

13. Thgt the Illinoid Statg, Schotarsh;p CommlsSLOn el1m1nate -
’ its practice af distributing partial awards for tuition. ' X
andfees in, blocks.of $£k¥50, but rather distribute partzal

_-* _awards in an amount'equql ‘to the total amount of need =

showi aucodeng to thc,stanﬁhrd1zod néedsranalysxs L A
£oxmula.f T - - L L - . (2~.
) ) \
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4014, "l‘lzat, the Tilinois State Scholarship Conmission conduct )
e a yearly sugvey of non-aceeptors of -menetary awargds in” '
. Zﬂjat, ., an cffort to ovalquo thp program and its succcsu‘ln .
It ., ; . )
(~‘ FAE the fulfallmnnt of statrd ob;vctlves. . .o .
- ) e V‘"’ﬁ“ e o2 - o S e N B S
- 15, That gtudnnt cmnlovmont ploqrams ho congsiderdd as an L
o important ﬂourye of funds for students in mgeting collége
' costs and :their continuation should be encou aged HoWJ
) over,, any expansion of student emplovmont prograwms re—" . i
R uiring additional funding showld be incorporatéd and e
e o
. Jurtlfled in an indtitwtion's annual budget submission.
- ,
A4 * i ! . . Ay »
Lo 16. That the Btard of nghdr.EdUCatlon direcct its.attention | -
. to the noce?snty of increased statc aid to private in=
o ~ stitutions of higher edueation to lessen the impact of
. . inflation on their costs and help to assure their
. e viability. ’ ’ , " |
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PREFACE

This document was prepared to accompany the P051£10n Paper N
of the Study Committee on Tuition and Oth

Its purpose is to provide additional background “whigh re-

, lates to the recommendaﬁ}ons. Although this document
reflects the majority opinion-of the Committee, individual
Committee members may not support each positiop or may

have employed different rationale- for supportipg the .
recommendations than is contalned in-the doc nt., .

K .
Sw - .




1. I'NTRonucmu

_ The Study Committee on Puition and~0ther Student COsts was -
created by the Board of Higher Education, - State of Illlnols,'
on February 5, 1974 for the purpose of reviewing the ‘Yole of
~~tuition in the financing of higher education.” In . ‘articular,
the Committee was directed to devise a plan for. maintaining '
currency between instructional eosts for undergraduate e
students and tuition charges and to examine appropriate
tuition charges for graduate and professional studies. Al-
.though the Board in its action pn December 4, 1973 ‘reaffirmed-
a previous policy adopted in December, 1970 Wthh stated’ that
public senior_universities should maintain tuition charges at
a level Of one third of undergraduate instructional cdst cal-
culated on the appropriate system base, the Committee was
granted flexibility to re-examine the appropriateness of this
Apollcy and con31der any aspect of the tuition question.

. Jariy in its dellberatlcns, the Commlttee_gggggnlzed that its
g»charge haé& been narrowly defined. It became apparent that
the ablllﬁy of a studernt to finance héz/éimher education en-
compasses many~factors which are not rectly relateéd to //
tuition but which may prevent a student from obtaining a post-
secondary education. Therefore, the Coimittee requested that’
its charge be broadened to 1nc1ude other costs that students
must assume in their ©fforts to obtain a postsecondary el- -
ucation, As stated in  the Board's action of May 7, 1974 the
expanded chiarge to the Committee Was as follows. !
*Be 1tfresolved.that-the-Boar of ngher Educatxon
affirm that.the specidl Board Comuittee.appointed -
- at the:.Febguary .1974 meeting to stu ition,
_policy’is not- llmlted solely to consideration of
.poTricies on tuition'fd enior- univers
but should\consider all aspects of the cOs -
students ef access_te higher education epportunltles,‘
.both public:and nonpublic.” To reflect the ad
charge, the Committee shall ‘be known as the St .
‘Committee on Tuitign and-Other Student Costs. The™ 3%
Committee may make' separate recommendations .as B
appropriate-and from time tc time on.pollc1es \
_relating t3 undergraduate costs -and charges, grad-
" uate and professional program’ ‘costs and charges,
,student ‘financial afd, differential tuitions and -
charges among programs and eampuses, such nqQn-
financial determinants of access as may be 4
approprlate to financial pollcy recommendahlons
and other relevant subjects.” o -

T N . N

In fulfllllng thls charge, the Commlttee solicited views'ye~- .
" gaxding. aqcess to hzgher educatlon durlng two,publxc hg:r ngs,

e
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ﬂbxisting'soa?d.po i 'regardlng uition rates at public .

reguested spec1a1 analyt1ca1 studles coverlng a wide range of
topics, reviewed current national reports recommending -
specific tuition and financial aid plans, ‘ahd sought .the view-
points and recommeridations of other state agenc1es involved in’
thé study of financing and access to higher education. - The
Committee and staff are deeply indebted to the staff of the,
Illinois State Scholarshlp.Comm1331on and Illinois, Economic
and Fiscal Commission for their eooperatlon and trmely advice. -
.and reports .diring the Commlttee s deliberatiogns, -as well as
. individuals on various campuses who prov1ded 1nSlght into ‘the
operation ‘of fipancia¥ aid offices. .A more complete listing
of the proceeddings of the Study Committee on 'Tuition and -
Other’ Studen& Costs can sbe found in Appendix-A. .
Fblrbwing a, careful review of the major points addresse& at
the publlc hearlngs, the Committee realized that many of the
questions raised encompassed subjects that wére either out- -
side the control of the Beard, demanded technical expertise,
or requiréd study from a broader perspective than the charge
to the Comgmittee allowed. For instance, the technical ex-.
pertise of the Health Education Commi$sion of tgegboard was -
sought in the’ rewlew of the role of tuition in"the pro~-
- fessional programs ‘of medicine, dentlstry, and veterﬂnary
. medlc;ne " Sinte the Committee's charge 'was a broad one, -
&certain questjons. concerning communlty colleges, rivate in-.
itutiéns, :and proprietary -schools will‘be-addressed -by _ .-
ommittees.and studies during the master planning pro-

’ T B J ® <
t of :its charge the Commlttee reviewed the’ A

universities-to deteriiue ‘whether they were st111~apprqpt1ate.,
This review conggsted of 1% tIfylng .any changlng trends ‘in -
higher gducation since the adop t
" December,, 1970. The 1mpact of such changes .
" . policy was considered in order to determine-whether the ‘need
‘existed  for the_adoption;of a-new tuitipn.policy. Among the-
.changlng trends in-Tllinois hlgher~educat10n 1dent1f;ed*by
‘the Committee<were the f0110w1ng- .

1. Movement. towaré~egrollment stablllzatlon ,‘.:5“1

some sectors. LESE = -

—_l — -

2. A changing postsecondary student mfx = '('~ i
3. Priorities- regarding, federal support-for ..
*- ‘postsecondary education. . . _

R ‘\\4.’Pr10r1t1es regarding state support for hlgher -

-

- \"f'

. A‘ﬂotable chan inee the adoptlon of’ the Board's tu1t10n

——poll ‘9759§;§1been ovement toward enrollmentastabx-

~,ﬂ———if23t19ﬂ 1n "Sofme 'sectors. flected in-Table 1, the-
1ncrease in. .acgess tomhlgher edu ation in Illxno;s during

—
~

\; < . " ' ~
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. R ENROLLMENT TWTMD DATA - - PR
On—Campus Headcount Deyree Crcd}t }-.‘qrollments o
Fall 1958 to Fajl 1971} : o
( . ) . B e — " . . . ’ ",- . -
- ) : Puplic - . ; ' ‘ :
. Public °  Gommuasity , Private_ ; All c
Year " Universities Collygcs Institutions Institutions
. : C - (@) (2) 2 .k 2
.1osg . 54,630 (100.0) 25, 054 ‘(109.0) - ,100,314 (100.0)( 180,798 —(100 '( )
1959 - 57,814 -(10528) 27,856  (107.7) 100,471  (100.2) ' 186,141 -(103.0
1960 .64,283 . (117.7) .31,963  (123.6) 103,846, (103,5) 200,092 - .(110.7)
"1961 .. 70,_921 - (129.8) 38 022 . (147.1) 107, 885 - ,(10'1 6) "215,‘828 {119.¢
1962 ' 76,970  (140.9). 42,698 (168.2). . - ¥11;793  '(111.4) 231,461, (128.0) -
1963 - - 84,646  (154.9) 44,450 (1‘73.9) 114, 879/«»(114,53 ~% 243,975  (134.9) .
1964 93,896  ~ {171.9) 52,518  (203.I) -. 121,1997, (120.8). 267, J81y - (Y48, om
1965 106, 404 (194:8) 62,253 ~(24Q.8) ~, -, 126, 313 (12_5 9} .294,970 (163.2) -
1966 116,502  (213.3) 66,080  {255.6) ' 131,674 - (131.3) . 314,256  {173.8} - ..
1967 127,617  (233.6) 81,295 , (314.4) ‘134,468 - (134.1) 3:& » 3807 189 «9}“
1968" 143,611  (262.9) 100,410  (388.4) . 134,188 _ (133.8)° - ..4.(@209 2) -
1969 155,490 (284.6) 119,247 (461.2) . . 133,578 (133.2) 403 315, (225.8) %7
1970——169,424  (310.1) 137,834 - (533,1)  --131,529 5131.1) _ggé 787 (2432.7)
1971 « +168,278 . —{308.2) 158,438  (612.8) 131,602  {131.2) 8,418  (253.6) " 4
1972 167737y {306.4) » 170,162 (658.2) 128 832" {1284y ™ 466,367 (258 0) T
1973 166,705  (3Q5.2):% 196,278  (759.2) +129,878  (129.5) 492,86h - (272.@“‘:-«.3
1974 - 169,127  (309.6) 233,069  (901.5) 133,217  {132.8) - , (296.1) __ "4
: - - e B
4 e T o - - - . Y ‘i',; ;’.
< i v - : ;;&r;
P-(1) - source’ T Prior, to "}973 is: * Entollment. in’ Institutions of ngher l'..earn:mg TR
- .xnﬂ’lhnoxs, Froehhch, G.J. 1973 and 19?4 data is from EHE"Fall Bm'ollhent ' . ;'?f :
: Survey Len ; Yo R T ;3\" PR L
. . . ) . -0 R e
{2) Numbers in ( ) refer to -Gumulative percentage increases fronz' a base year of 1958. S
. N ’ *» - ‘.,’3.
of . . - ) v . \ &
b L [ ' L] : h
) R ! L % '] ' g
. - v v e . Lt
' . - * “I
; L . . 4 : L
' ; *
. L . E -
’ [ ’ ‘,
{ -390 = e
« * : . “. 0_ \ ,c . 5 . -" .. )
. Y. g L e -
- e 2 - L] - - " - N . ~~.>‘— b ;
;/~ .-" .’-; :" ‘ * .' el v J‘?: * :-".ﬂ.’ ‘:?‘ * .!-' -~ -r‘—?»f ~.:




o

the past sixteen years has been phenomenal. During the
period 1958 to 1974, on-campus headcount:degree credit’
enrollment in the collegiate sector has increased 196.1 per-
cent. However, most of this growth has occurred in thé public
university and community college sectors while the enrollment
"growth in the private sector has shown a modest-32.8 percent
increase. Whjle enrollments continue to grow in the public

and private sectors appear to be.stabilizing. Between Fall,
1970 and Fall, 1974, gprollments in the public university
"~ sector have 'declimed 0.5 percent and enrollments in' the
*J private sector havé ingreased by 1.7 percent. If national pro-
jections for enrollment growth during the 1970's and 1980's
hold true for I}linois,-we can expect on-campus enrollments
“to ingrease during the 1970's, but at a rate much reduceéd
from that of the'1960's. - ‘During the 1980's, on-campus
., +-enrollments ip the traditional collegiate age group (18-21) -
. are like}y to de¢tline. -. ... S LD L e ] n:{.l;i'j
“*- - HMany factors Havé: contributed-to-the eprollment stabilization

-a.gtabiliZation in-th& cegntage sof ;the traditional collegiate

‘. 2 zeweals that total headcount enrollment in -the collegiate
o.sector. as a. pefcentage of the 18-21 year old* population in. -
- IXYinols hesgremained fairly stable between Fall,..1971 and

" Fall, 1974;-increasing by.only 0.6 pexcent.  ~ = L

) : : e — R .k
Table 2 also points.up mixed or différing enrollment ‘trends.
- ¥hile total headc¢ount;enrollments in the college sector as a
,pgiﬁeﬁtage“of‘ibeﬁiﬁ42i’§é§r~old'pépulgtion:in«lllinpis have
.stabilized since Fall, 197], total enrollments since. that :
period have -ificpeased by 42.5 percent. ' This.phenomenon is
-partially due to a. changing postsecondary- student mix. Al-
though historical 'data are not available for a%e, race, and

-, tions report an increase in the number of older persons, -
mihorities and women enrolled. Since the 18«21 year old .
population inf¥eased by 15.7 percent betwegn Fall, 1971 and
1973 and higher, education enrollments increased by 19.0 per-=
cent during this period, it is apparent that an increasing °
number of older persons are ‘availing themselves of post-—

2 segondary‘opportunities.
- 4 . . B . : .
Another changing trend in Illinois higher education apppars
~ to bk in the level of federal funding received for various
postsecondary education programs. It iS recognized’ that
chanhgy national priorities have impacted and will ‘continue
<to impact Illinbi¥s higher education. For instance, the
.~~—decline in federal dollars for institutional. programs,
capital projects, and graduate education has® impacted a .
. . . : I

»

> - community college sector, enrollments in the public university j

age group (18r21) attending b‘éét%’éédﬁ&’éf?'fi:ﬂ%;t‘it”htif‘éh??.‘— “Table

sex' of students enrolled in higher éducationh many institu- T

L]

“%7. - .in. somé dectors. Amohg these are declining birth rates and .. ;.2 - -
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- namber of public and private institutioms. On, the othér hand,
the reductions in.direct institutional support have been
accompanied by ‘increases in federally-funded student based

_ financial aid ¢ cams. The Committee was suppoggive/ef/féa-: oo
eral efforts to assi needy. studcnts/ig,ﬁhefpaiment of -
- college costs since these programs provide heedy-students

with opportunities forya postsecondary education which would
~not be available without such assistance and allow for student
_——"choice -among institutions. T '
The Committee also considered whether there are any changing
. trends in ,state s ort for highetdeducation. . Table 3 re-
flects increases‘§§§563.5 percent and 752.0 percent in total .
General Revenue Fu Expenditures and-Expenditure for Op- -~
eration and Grants. for higher education during the period of
Fiscal 1958 to 1975. It 'is recognized that many. factors
have contributed to the significant growth in’ expenditures
for higher education. Among these factors were the opening
of two new public upper-division institutions, programmatic -

. expansion and alterations in university missions withi¥ the
public sector, establishment of the community- college system,
increased allocations to the Illinois State Scholarship
Commission and the establishment of the Illinois Financial
Assistance Act for Non-Public Institutions. .

The most obvious concern expressed in the Board of Higher . -
Edycation's FY1976 recommendgtions is the need to offset the T
effects of. inflation upon institutional resources.- The cost

of ‘goods and services purchased by higher education institu-

tions has increased due to dnflation.  Therefore, salary and
general price increases of ten and nine percent, yespectively,.

were recommended. *

r
»

It is obviously difficult to predict the state of theé economy
during FY1976 or beyond. It is-also difficult to predict
whHether the effects of inflation will cause the State to re-
direct resources to purposes other than higher education.

Clearly, one of the challenges of FY1976 and beyond will be. .- :
. td_prevent erosion of higher education funding by an in-- . ;
flationary' economy. ) " ’ . T L -

Throughout its deliberations, théi¢ommittee‘wa5‘aware of - the
impact that changing trends .in hfgher éduscation may have on
educationpl opportunity. An important goal af the Board of..
' . Higher Education has been to insure the "availability' of )
. *_ educationdl opportunity without regard to financial status - - -~
' i and the elimination of financial ‘barriers to higher ed- !

- agation."". The ‘goal of.educational 6ppornupity:must cdmplemené

"

L

bk 1 Kepert of the Tuitish Study Committee, Board of Higher
: ) Education, December 1833, pf 2. : - ] L
‘ o T . : B P
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~ - ' .




F . ) - LE 3

-

‘._ . State I-Ixiw.ul!turcs for .lli;ﬂl;‘r Fducation
(n m*31ons of dollars) R : %
_" ' ,: R B .
. (,Lscal ! (Total GRF }Z‘xpenditures for' ; .CRF Expenditures for
o Year ; Righer Fducation ' L Operations and Grants
1958 D s99.7 ' (100.0)(32) . § 71,5 © 00.0)?
1959 79.5 9. f s (103.9) ,

. . ; ; “ .
" 1960 95.3 (95.6) ° .91.4 //(’127.8)/ K J

- .

1961 99.3 " (99.6) ) - 93.5 (130.8)
1962 1 114,4 (114.7) ' 108.0 ' - (151,1)

" 1963 130,7 (131.1) 120.0 (167.8) .
1962 159.0 (159.5) . 140.1 ' (195.9) v
1965 | 166.9 ' {167.4) 150.1 . (209.9)
1966 . 217.6 | (218.3) 192.5 : (269.2)
1967 - 257.6 (258.4)  222.8 (311.6)
1968 ) 326.2 327.2) . ;74,2' : (393.5)
1969 374.3 RNE R ' 36.0 N @20 |
1970 460.8 we2.2y - . 401.9 (562.1)

( sn - . 5361 (53.7) 461.7 ' (645.7)
1972 - " 53) g ~(533.1) 4709 (658.6)
1973 567.9 T (569.6) 509.9 e (713.2)
1976 - T 6123 (614,1) .. 560.9 - (784.5)
1975V ) T 615 (663.5) : 609.2 ©(852.0)

A. Experditures for university operatioms,. junior colleges, rétirement contributions, grants to.

private institutions and health education programs, Illinois State Scholarship Commission,
Board of Higher Education, and capital outlay including debt service.-
E :% _,‘/ c -7 . .
B, \Expend)’turcs as above excluding direct‘ca;ﬁﬁl outlay and debt service. . .
. ' i <. e o o ! ‘
- (1) Column B reflects, appropriations D{ operations and grants,

¢

(2) Numbers in ( ) reflect cumulative percentage- increases from a base yéar of Fi-sgai 1958,

. &

z,
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rather than compete with institutional resource requlrements |
in- the future. _ . ) 1
The Committee was cognlzant of ¢hanging trends in higher ed-
ucation since the adoption 'of a tuition policy ‘in December,
1970. The recommendatlons summarized below reflect these
changing condltlons. Chapters 2 and 3 provide . further in-

sight into the. ratlonale underlylng these recommendations.

= Summary’ of Recommendations

1. That tuition charges for resident, undergraduate students
be maintained at a leyel of one-third of undergraduate:
instructional cost calculated on the appropriate system
base. To this end, public umniversity systems should
raise undergraduate tuitions .approximately on a propor-
tional annual basis so that the one-third poligy will
be fully 1mplemented no later than Fiscal 1980, pro- a0
vided that: . . . i '

a. The General Assembly and Gevernor_increase!funding ] }
of the Illinois State Scholarship Commissipn's '
. Monetary Award Program and/or other programs to )
offset the impact of any proposed tultlonrlncreases
on flnanc1ally Heedy students, -

" b. Full implementation of the one- -third pollcy at any
one system does not result in undergraduate tuitien
charges higher than undergraduate tu1t10n charges at

_ the University of Illinois, and "~ : )

c. In the calculation of.undergraduate 1nstfuct10nal TR
costs to determine appropriate tultlon charges, new o
institutions be excluded from the calculatlons durpng
the flrst ten years of operatlon. y

o

Furthermore, following' full 1mplementat10n of the one- | ' ° <
third gollqy by Fiscal 198@, tuition .charges should be
updated annually and applied in Board 6f Higher Educatlon .
. budget recommendatlons routinely thereafter. _ Qo

-1 A «‘

R

2. That tuition charges for r351dent, graddhte students be
"maintained at a level of 133 1/3 percent of the resident,
~ " undergraduate tuition chakge at each system. To this end,
public university syskems should raise graduate tuitions
to this level concurrently in relatlonshlp to increases .. _ .
in undergraduate tultlon charggs,' . |

f

3. That the Board of ngher Educatlon recommend to the o T e
appropriate governing boards. that tuition levels.for
_public schpols of medicine,. dent1st;y, and veterlnary

" medicine be- set at the followlng academic rates in i
Fiscal Year 1977 ah&.adjusted in proportion’ to under— Lo

* ‘ - - -
’

graduate tdlt;on 1ncreases thereafter. °: : 2T .

, .
« ' . . .
—— - % - . . -
' L ~
€ . <.
”
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o — . - .
.Medicine. . $1,250 . o e

Dentistry . - 900 : L ‘
Veterinary M&iicine 750° ﬂ . . .

o’

' 4, That tultlon charges for non- re31dent, undergraﬁuate .
students be maintained at a lével of full instructional ) y
cost calculated on the appropriate sy&tem base and tuition -
-charges for nonresident, graduate students be maintained i
at a level of 133 143 percent of  the non-resident, under-
graduate tuition charge at:each system. Furthexmore, it

is recommended that the Board of Higher Education con-
sider enterlng into reciprocal tuition agreements with
other states if such agreements prove to be flscally -
sound.

3

N ~

5. That any proposed tultlon 1ncrease be anndunced by the .
" individual governing boards no later than the date of the BN
- -¥equired. budget submission to the Board of Higher Educa-
‘tion in.order to provide students with sufficient §§§ )
opportunities to explore various means of financing th L,
additionmal cost. . ) : -
)
6. That the Illinobis State Scholarshlp Commission bring any
recommendations concerning the implementation of a .
direct state lending program before the Board of Higher
. Education for its information. Until such time as a 1 ‘<,
feasibility study on. direct state. lendlng is*.completed -
by the Illinois-State Scholarshlg Commission, the Board .
of Higher Education regards continuation of the present - ‘
K Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program, with' p0531ble mQd-
ification, g§s an'ongoing source 6f funds for students in .., .
need of. loans. An effort should also be made to w1den - Y
part1c1patlon by add1t10na1 1endxng 1nst1tutlons.," A

7. That _ the Illinois 1nst1tutlons of hlgh?} education," )
their gaverning boards and the Board of Higher Education = - -
give higher funding priority to the'operation of student
financial aid, counseling, and employment,offlces in an
effort to increase their services to students in ‘needof
financial a351stance, to increase their ‘share of federal
and state student aid resources presently avallable, and ., ~

ﬂto_honor tHeir commmtmentfto access to hlgher educatlon. 4
To thls—end, the Board bf H:Lgher Educatlon should recommend .
a one~time $25,000 allocatlon«for the implementation ‘in ail ‘.,
‘public universities of the computer-assisted financial aic
management system deveioped at 1111n01s State Unlver31tyu

8. That the Board of ngher Eduéataon contanue ‘its.. efforts ‘to
develop a comprehen31ve data base for all gectors of




,ﬂ Illinois hlgher education ‘on 1nformatlon relatlng to
» —total student cost,  tuition +and fees, and f1nanc1al
aid prodgrams iy order to monitor:
—_ . .o 3 &
’ — a. cHanges in federal and state financial aid policies '
____and their potential or actual 1mpact on enrollments
and the students'’ ab;I1ty to ‘meéet college costs,

b. changes in the unmet’student cost between and within _ -
——the public and private sectors of higher education, =~
—c. The impact of tuition increases on -enrollments and *

resulting changes in the d1str1but10n of. students » v
by family income, and . o '
-alterations in the—undupllcated headcount of
financial aid reelplents,w1th1n ahd. among the various
sectors of hlgher educatlon.

~  This information is fo- be _collected through the Annual

Financial Aids Survey and Report pubk¥ished by the Board
, -state ‘and federal reports,. ‘and any survey-instruments ) .
- . deemed necessary by the Bpard staff. The 1nfqrmaLLon »

_will be presented to the Board. in an Annual Report forx

their consideration. . _ . .

[

e

.

N That the.Board of ngher Education urge the Geperal
A Assembly ‘and Governor to v1gorously support expansion
of ‘the federally-funded Basie Educatlonal Opportuhlty ,C

Grant and College Work-Study programs. =

10.. That financial need should be the controlllng elemént .
in the distribution. of: state-approprlated ‘funds for ! w2
' " student aid to undergraduate studénts in ‘all sectors .o T
. of Illinois higher education. To this end, it is o
Tecommended that the nqn-needs based GeneraL,Assembly Lt
scholarshlps be ellmlnated » , . o

— . -

'The IllanIS State Scholarshlp Comm1ss1on has 1ncurred o
the major responsibility for the.distribution of student . . -

~’ aid based on need. It isrecommended that any future -
: increases in needs-based financial aid programs funded .
by the State be administered by the Illinois. State- oL

: Schoiarsh§?‘Comm1s51on. It is further recommended that

the Illinols. State Scholarship Commission expand ‘ e -

eligibility of. applicants for ISSC grants /by decreaslng -
, . Tthe level of‘expected ‘family contrlbutlon by income C

Tange. , - - : ' /
[} ! ' ' ¢ 7 - ot e
11. That the present Board policy limi ing undergraduate Lo
‘ 1nst1tutlonal walvers to tw rcent of the institution's S
annual-fall full- t;me-equlvalent undergraduate enroll- . o
ment be closely monitored and strictly enﬁorcea through T

. budgetary measures by- Flscal 1977 Co RN

- . . . .




2

C s

112,

14)

15. -

~ . . s

N vy
L . . . \
» . o e v

A = »

That the State of Illinois not suppert, at ‘this time,
any additiqnal efforts to initiate ahy student grant
and tuition walver programs for students at the graduate
level. g \ . « -

Lt ‘ . u

¢ S

" That the Illinois State Scholarsth é% 1S§ oq,elrm; ag@

its practice..of ﬁlbistrl‘buf‘ﬂ. @r ux&hpn\l“ }
and fees in Q}o ks\ g dr&tta?h ‘partia
", awards in an’am unt equal to the tdeal’ aﬂbunt ‘of 'peed |

?

. shown according ‘to the standaxdlzea needs anafy515'
- formula. . . . ' .

- ‘

i o . , e, e . -, PR «©
» That the TIllinoig State Scholar%hip Commissjon conduct ,
a yearly. survey of nonacceptors of Jnonetary” awargds in
- an effort to evaluate the program and its success in the-
« fulfillmeht of'stated objectives,
That student employment programs be considered as an
fmportant source-of funds fot students in meeting college -
costs and their continuatiog@'should be epcoéuraged. How-
ever, any exﬁansion of student employment programs re-
qu1r1ng additional funding should be .incorporated and -
nustlfled in an 1nst1tut10n s-annual budget.subm1ss1on.

)

~

ggat the Board of ngher Educatlon dlrect its attentlon
the necessity of jincreased state aid to prlvate,
institutions of higher education to lessen the impact
of 1nf1atlon on the1r costs and @elp to assure their
v1ab111ty._ . ; ‘ -

g

\ . .
~ a , . . ’
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The responsibility for meeting postsecondary' educational .

. ¢osts is shared by the student, hi# or her parents, pri- .

. vate donors, and ta ayers thrbugh various levels of gov-
ernment. . . Thid pattern of financing reflects the philos-
ophy. that education benefits-both the: individual and
society. However, of- immediate concern to,students R
and/or theif parents is the. out-of-pécket cost incurred’
in aytending a postsec0ndary institution This out~pf-
pocket cost is frequently referred to as/4he student bud-
get. The expense.budget for the typieal student at a .
postsecondary institution ;is composed of four principal .
parts:- tuition, fees, room and board ~and other miscel-
.laneous expenses. -

‘ .

Student budgets, as ‘prepared by institutions and related
state’ and federal agencies, represent, “aVerage" cofts to © :° |
the, student of atendance rather than the garying spend- -
ing habits of individual students. These budgets are pre-
pared to aid students and' their parents in making plans

. about finagcing a college eduqation and to aid in the ¢
distribution of finaqgial aid, 'since. college costs are a _ .
factor in détermining a studentfs financial need. -‘The fol--

" lowing table show® the average student’ ‘budget for public*

and private twd and four year institutions for the 1974—
15 academic year natrnnw1de.u

*

-\- [N [
* S Tuition & Other Cdﬂlege Total College
Type of Institfition Fees u ', Costs - - Costs
Public.2 year % - § .287 §1,866 - . $4,153
Public 4 year ’ I 54y - -~ 4,859 .° - 2,400 .
Private 2 year # ‘1,978 _ ' . 2,039 . 3,617 =~ -
Private 4 year . 2,080 . »1,959 © 4,039 0T

i 4 . -

9%

In®order to prGVide a comparison of .the Tilisois sit-' - ‘
uation’to national' averagesy.the following- table shows’ the

/'/~

average student budget for public-dnd private two and.four T

_.year’ institutions in IllinOis fo(.the 1974m75 academic o

year. ] ) ‘o - - W .
3 o rg;;ion & - Other College Total College
’Type of Institution ees ., Costs - .-+ ° Costs
« - E . f . o
;_ Public 2 year - % 33, . $1,850 ° - .4 $2,181
Public 4 year -62L. 1,898 -

7 emr 1,413, . 1,966

‘Private 2y¥ Ha 2 138V~ L 863

ollege sGholarshrprServ1¢c, p- 6. /,)Vj,

v

. ’1‘, "
- .
e * s T
e o

1974 Illinois State Scholars p cgmm1551on/ eport, PpP. 25 j*
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Education is to review tuition rates'in the public - - AU
_university sector. The Board's . esponsibility as gated L es
- "\ . 'Y .. ‘: - .~ v-. .~ P v, .
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The student budgets for Lllinois,institugions, as shown -
above, are based on standard living budgets and institu-
¢ tional charges as determine8l by the Illinois State Schol-
. arship Commission for calculating student need. In com-

., Paring the above two tables, the Illinois student bud-
gets do not appear to be out of line with the national
averages. In the public university ‘sector the costs to
Illinois studentsiare somewhat higher than the national

- average, however, only by a factor . of 4.6 percent. .
Since national figures include’ many states which make - -

“ less substantial efforts towapds#aiding\students in meet-
ing collegecosts, the Committee's belief was reinforced
that student, costs in I1liffois aré not excessive,

-~
»

) The’esfimatq@ averagé'pfice or cost to the‘étudent‘by

sectoy inm ¥ilinois £fér selected years reveals several et

important ¢haracteristics as shown in Table 4. 1In each

Sector the average price, to the student has almost

doubled during the period Fiscal 1959 to Fiscal 1975.

Although the percentage increase in other college costs '

has remained fairly consistent between sectors, the per-

Gentage increase for tuition and fees has varied great-

ly' among 'sectors. The most dramatic increase in “Bhition

and feés during this period occurred in. the publie uni-
~.vepsity secfor.'-However,‘tuition and fee charges in the

\%givate sector remain 232.2 percent higher than charges .

-« . in the public university sector. Since: the rate of in-—

' flation has been substantial in recent years, an indéx "
was constructed -to, rdflect real dollar increases in g
sStudent budgets du “"the period Fiscal 1959 to Fiscal

197%." The GNP Implicit Price Deflator was . used to’con-
struct the index and the.results are shown in Table 5. -
¥ In 'sumpary, the increase in student budgets.during this
‘period in teal-dollars has.been 12.4 percent in the - -
‘public universities, 17.6 perdent in the paplic com- . o
* munity colleges, and 23.7 percent in* the private sector. ~\‘
The remaining portion of ‘this chapter ‘is devoted to a .-
review of one principal component .of the student budget: *
tuitioﬁ.<“Although“recommendations concerning student
fees, room and board, .and Other expenses lie outsideé the
control of tHe Board of Higher Education,. these expenses *
must ‘be considered in the review of.tuition policies .
-Since tuition/inc¢rease’s affect both the total college.” .
~budget and theksﬁﬁﬂént's ability .to pay college costs: -

4 k)

Of primary COncaQnuﬁg the Committee,was/tﬂe role of tui-
tion within theé con xt of total_studqnt costs -gince part
of the statutéry reépbnsibility of the Board “of* Higher

&

‘..ﬁl
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- The Commlttee was dlrected .in its'charge to examlne .
-apprnpriate; fuition rates for students at the under- g

An the Board of - Higher Educatlon Enabllng Act 13 as’

fOIIOWSr\ - , 1 . Ce  m \ -
: - T - -* t ; S T Ca
SERERY Board, in the analy51s—of formula ﬁlng A
n’ the biennial- budge& requests, shall cq '

sider rates of tuition and fees at the
state unive£51t1es and colleges. T

graduate, graduate, and profe551onal levels. An exami-
nation of professional. program costs angd charges re--

‘sulted in the Committee concentfatlng on approprlate

‘"‘"**"“‘—“tuitlon ch&rges*for*three‘hrgh—cost~profe33toﬁal pro- - —-—

“'summary of the Committee's procedureSr flndlngs, and

-sities clearly states tl

grams: medicine, dentistry, and veterinary medicine. °

The Cortmmittee js indebted ‘to the. Health Educatioy, Com- " ,.
mission and staff for'its’ analysis of’ the costs and
bene¥its of the .three health professions educatronﬁpro-
grams. which 1led to the/recommendatlons contained in this .

,report " . DT

-~
oo~

In analy21ng the best means of fﬁlfllling 1ts charge, - -
the Commlttee outlined several ‘procedures to be £ollowed’

ff;n the review of approprlate tuition rates.  The first .task
- 'Was a review ‘of the present tuition policy and .the fac-

tors :which led to 1ts adoption. Secondly, as a’ result - )
of the opinions expressed at public hearlngs, the Com- , ..

mittee identified various- factors which need to be . W

addressed in the development of a tuition policy for
either undergraduate, graduate, or profe551ona1 level
studeénts. Finally, the Committee weighed various tui- -

r

‘tion alternatives against the factors considered. imgora

tant in the development of a tuition, policy. A. detalled

rd

recommendations. follows Loe :

The present Board po icy f'gardlng tultlon rates for
undergraduate -and gra ' students at public-univer-
public ‘senior universities

should maintain tuition © rges.at a_level of one-third

- af 1nstruct10nal cost calculated on the appro§§xate A
‘sy.stem base.

The policy was adopted by the Bodrd on
December 1,- 1970, and was. implemented by all of the ..

.'governing board systems’ by,the 1972-73 académic year.

Therefore, cyrrent. tuition charges reflect this-Board

policy in-.xXespect to.the 1968-69 Unit Cost StudyL which. -

was used in determlnlng instructianal ‘cost. In prae- -
tice,’ ndergraduate 1nstrqctrona1 cost, -as defined -
by the Unit Cost-Study Procedure, was used to calculate.

‘the appropriate charges. This procedure ylelded the -
current .tuition chatges it effect in all systems since

’a . P
. . - . . Y -

LD




the Fall of 1972, as shown belows."

<
*

System L o Resident ) Non-Resident

Board ef ‘Governors ~ .. $420 - © -$1,266 "
., Board of Regents .. 404 .-~ 1,065 °
“Southern Illinois. Univer51ty 429 . 1,287
University of Illimnois. X . ot
‘Chicago Circle Campus R 495 | - 1,485
Medical Center Campus YL 495-882 1,485-1,872
,;Urbana Campus ‘ .7, 496 - 1,486 .

a

At_curnent tuition levels, the revenue generated. from

- ‘tuition chargés at public universities amounted to
approximately $62.0 million in Fiscal 1974. Of this
amount, ap roximately $18.5 million was provided by the
Illinois State Scholarship Commission for monetary @award
winners enrolled in the public university sector.

""Since students also receive grants from:other federal
and state sources which gan be used for the payment of
’tuition, it is difficult to determine what.portion of
the $62.0 miJlion generated from tuition charges-was
‘paid directly by students and/or their parents. Ex--
.cluding the revenue generated from ISSC grants to stu-
dents in the public university sector, it appears
that tuition revenues amounted to less than $43.5°
million or 11.6 percent of the tgtal appropriation ‘fot
Operations and Grants for pubLicsuniver51t1es in Fis-
cal 1974. - : ‘ .

N
- . 3

-

The determination of appropriate tuition charges for
the three health professions education programs has
historically been the sole responsibility of” the ap-
propriate gOVerning boards. The turrent annual tui-
tion levels in the Illinois public schools (adjustell
to a ‘nine-manth academic. year) are as follows:

. -

. UniverSity Southern
. of < I1linois
Illinois . University

Medidike - - . $ 882 . . 5 429
- Deéntistry - . 783 T 429,
. Veterinary Medicine , 496 .

" At current tuition levels, students in mediCine pay .
about $1.1 million. anhudlly in tuition; dental students
pay about-$0.5 million, and veterinary medicine students
pay less -‘than $0.2 million in-.tuition. Therefore, the
‘tuition ‘presently received from students in these

- schools totals less than $2.0 mil¥ion or about 5 percent .
of the educational cost of these programs,




DR S o Id

_- sion of the production of-trainged hcalth professional

-
.

B 2. Relationship of Tuition to Total Student

7 r —— e e -

A

Although the Board of Highér Educatlon has not pre-

viously recommended any specifi¢ tyition policies re- '
.lated to these programs, its commitmefht-to the-expan~ ’

manpower and regionalization of the educational programs ]
has becn substantial. Since 1970, direct and indirect’ - &
state expenditures for undergraduate medical education .
.in the public universities have increased from $15 mil-

lion to.over $25 million annually for operatlng expenses.

In addition, over $30 million in capital projects has

been expended or committed to university-owned facil-_

ities for the new medical schools in Peortia, Rockford,
Urbana-Champaign, Springfield, and Carbondale. Also,
approximately $20 million has been earmarked for clin- .- .
ical facilities for these new schools. While, the total

price tag for the expan31on of medical education in * *
Illinois is smaller than what it has been in several

other states, there 1s no’ escaplng the conclusion that

medical education is'-expensive. While not of the same

order of dollar magnitude as medical education, both

dental and veterinary medical education are expensive

programs to provide. Bath the costs of these programs

and the rate of return on the student's investment

prompted the Conmittee to review the need forx a tui-

tion policy related solely to these three programs.

As part of its review of tuition at public universities,

the Committee identified several factors which should

be considered in the deVelopment»of a tuition policy

for undergraduate, graduate, and professional level

students at public unlver31t1es Among these factors

are: . ° .

1. Relatlonshlp of Tuition to Instruct10na1
Cost - ‘

Cost

3. Relationship between Tuition at Public Unl-
versities and Private Institutions. .

4. Relationship between Tuitions at' Public Uni-
versities and Community Colleges , .

. 5. Relationship between Tuition at Public Uni-
- . versities and Out-of-State Institutions

6. Relationship between Student -and Taxpayer

Support of Higher Education

The relationship of tuition to instructional cost took . .
on greater importance-in 1970 with the adoption of a T
tuition policy based on one~third of instructional

cost. Instructional cost, based-on standardized Unit

Cost Study. Procedures, is composed of several com-

ponents, the most 51gn1f1cant being Dlrect Instructlon.




Instructional cost was used to determine tuition rates

because it most closely 'resembles the actual cost of B
educating a’ student. Factotis :such -as capital expend-
itures, student aid, rescarch activities, retirement
contributions, and other-student servicés are not in-
cluded in the calculation'df instructional cost because
they cannot be equitably distributed among all students
and they:do not relate directly to the, instruction a

~~

-
-

- ,'i student is receiving. A more complete discussion of
" ©  Unit Cost Study Procedurés is contained in -Appendix | ' T
B.

¥

'.Table & indicates the percentage 6f instructional cost : ' -
. that undergraduate and graduate students have paid from :
1968 to 1973. The rapid increase in the percentage of -
. instructional costs that students paid during the
academic years 1971-72 and 1972-73 reflects implemen-
tation of the one-third of instruyctional cost policy, .
based on the 1968-69 Unit Cost Study. . Although a '
student contribution of one-third of undergraduate .
instructional cost was not fully achieved in any system,
thi's can not be expected due to a lag in reporting
instructional costs caufed by unit cost studies being
submitted. upon completion of the academic year. For
, example, the 1968-€9 Unit, Cost Study was the most .
recent cost study which was 'available to the Board in . .
| o 1970 for the calculation of ‘appropriate tuition charges.

) ( A more recent Unit Cost Study. 1972-73, reveals that : ' <
underdraduate instructional costs.by-system have  in- )

creased since 1968-69 by.the .-following amogats: . .o O
’ ) . - ‘t{i“\ * - g "/t

21.4% Board of Governors
28.6% Board of Regents ‘ :
28.9% Southern Illinois University .o
7.0% University of 'Illinois- ' Co .
e "
While .tuitions have remained constant at the level of .
the 1968-69 Unit Cost’8tudy, instructional costs have . -
increased 'significantly in .several systems. Since. the : 5
tuition increases were implemented during’the academic ~
years 1971-72 and 1972-73, 'the percentage of the in-
structional costs which students pay has declined and
‘ will continue to decline as long as costs increase and-
_ tuifions remain ¢onstant. These incréases in’ costs have .
7 been assumed entirely. by the Skate. - R ’

. While the calculation of instructional costs for under-’
~graduate and (graduate programs in Illinois has been 1 e
: standardized and_ becbme somewhat routine, a determi- .

. nation of either the -instructional or educational coste

. for the programs of medicine, dentistry, and veterinary ,

)y - ’ B St ¥
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B Another 1mportant‘c0n31deratlon by: the Committee was the -

' eost. figures, the relationghip of tuition is placed in

' State Scholarship Commission'§ Monetary.Award ‘Program,

. , ,
. « . . -
- ~ . ]
¢ . - ,
- . ) . \ / .
. »

=

‘medicine is much, more complex. Patient care and re- - . -

in the health profe551ons education programs.
the exact proportlon of résearch and patient c

search activities are essential components of inst tion -
a?(ﬁ:c ’ .
e ex- ; .
penditures essentlal to a student's educathn is subjeet :

+tO some dlsagneement, available evidence provides reason- e k
-able est;mutes of the educatlonal .costs of these pro— , :
grams. . / . . : e

?he Instltute of Medicine (IOM) of the National-Academy
of Sciences has: recently concluded an education cost- .
study for .eight health occupatlon pro e331ons, 1nc1ud1ng
med1c1ne, dentldtry, and veterlnary medicine. ' Theseé 3
_Costs are sufmarized in ‘Table, 7 The IOM-reported = - . N
flgures do not reflect the total cost associated with

"the educatlonal programs, since.only a part 'of the re- .

* search and patient-care .expenditures are included in

. the estimates. . The ‘American Association of Medical

Colleges, in a report issued in 1973, has given & range .-

of $16,000 to $26,000 for the annual cost of train- -
ing a med;cal student. This study also purports to

‘include only part of the research and servicé costs

typlcally borne by-a med1ca1 achool. - MR
051ng an annual flgure of $20,000 per: medlcal student,. - )
$10,000 per dental student, and $8,000 per veterlnary o .
medicine student ‘it appears that students are ‘paying . .
between 2.2 and,7 ‘8 percent of the educational costs »

for these programs in Illinois public universities. o
These figures do not include capital costs assoc1ated ‘
with the educational programs. - .. .

- 7

relationship-of tuition to total student cost. Table 8 . .
depicts tuition ds a percentage of "student cost:By in-
“dividual . unlver51ty campus for the perlod 1968 to 1973.
Although tuition as,a percentage of total ‘'student, cost . -
_has ingreased durlng this period, tuition increases ) .
have not caused more than a 10,6 percent increase’in_ -~ T
total rstudent cost,durlng thls period. Current tuition .
rates still represent’ less than 20 percent of the total R
costs incurred by undergraduate and graduife students ¢ :
attending. Illinois public universities. Based on the

average student budget at publlc universities $g,510), .
even a $£100 1nﬁrease in tuition would resuly 1ﬁ*1ess than s

a4 percent increase in total sfudent co *By looking ’
at the tuition charges in ¢omparison to. total student :

clearer perspective as a much less: 81gn1f1cant charge ,
to students than other costs: Coupled.with the “Tilinois . . .- -

tuition by’ltselflshould not prOV1de -a bagrier to student S

L]
-

.
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- 1
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i .‘ . ‘ ‘ 7
: . TABLE 7 o . b
o : “\ r . ” ‘\.
AVERAGE ANNUAL EDUCATION COSTS o
. PFR STUDENT, 1972-73 ‘ '
s 3% Pt :
.t - Paticnt Care :
o ‘ * ' ‘and’ Research
“ o . L , . Activities
_ lnhtructiqﬂal,-Essential to -
< Activities Education . Total-.
Medicine . $7,650 . . $5,000.  $12,650 °
Dentistry - 8,000 ¥,050 - 9,050
Vetgrinary Medicine 6,700 . "800 7,500
Y . B oo - . ‘. - ": ’\"‘M )
‘Source: "Costs. of Education in the Health Professions,”
. Institute of Medicine cf the National Academy .
-of Sciences, Washington,.D.C., January, 1974. !
. " . ‘. e
.2 '
. . .
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‘ ! PSS - ' AITION AS fudPRCENTME

’ . ! ToTAL SIVRERT CO3L

Syrtem/institution - 19068-69 1969-70 ' . 1970-71
ROARP Or COVE™04S ’
€.5.%. Y ]
Tuftiow 120 193 270
Total Student Cost - s 1655 1835(10.9) 2010(21.5)
- Tultion as a Percentaec, 73 10,¢€ 13.4
EERA .-
’ Yuftfor . [} 235 335
. To*al Student Cogt 1692 1950¢15.3) 2157(27.5)
Tuitfon as a Percentage - 12.1 .
6.5 ¢ N )
Tuition . . .- .-,
Total Stident Cost -, .- .
Juftion as a Percentage .- .- .e
-~ v
U.N.1. N -

* Teffion 120 195 270
Total Student Cost MPers 1862(11.2) 2048(22.3)

. Tuition as a Percentage 1.2 10.5 13.2

viv., -, ‘
Tyizion 120 195 295
Total StudcntrCost 1594 1756(10.2) 1947(22.2)
Tuition as a Percentage 7.5 11.1 . i .
BOATD O® R7GHNTS )
LSy . ;

v Tulcion 120 195 \ 270
Potal Student Cost 1742 1876(2.7) 2055(17.9),
Tultion &3 a Percentage 6.9 10.4 .

¥A.b.
Tuitfop . .. 120 - 195 270
Totsl Student Chst- 1693 1935(14.3% 2130(25.8)
Tuition as » Percedtige ¢ 7.1 10.1 - 12,7
4 ’ 4 [N

. 3.8.% ., - ‘s
Tuftion .- LA 295
Tetsl Student Cost -- .. 2040
Tuition as a Percentage - .- 14.5

SOUTHERY 1111EDIS UNIVERSITY - ’
Catbondalr ]
Tuitien o 126 201 301
Total Studenc Cost t e 1937(15.8) v 2128(27.2)
S Tuteten as & Percentage 7.5 10.4 4.1
* Eevardsvilie )
Tuition , y 126 s 201 : 1
Total Stndent-Cost 1762 1947(10.2) 2147(21.5)
“Jultfon as a Percentape 7.1, 10.3 18,0
UNIVFRSUTE OF [ILOLS i, ‘
Chicage Circle . »
. teltlen - 171 246 %6
. Tetal Studcnt Cost 1783 1963¢10.1) 2163(21.3)
. Fultion a% a Pctceatage 9.6 12,5 16.0
fevars . e .
Tuition 170 246 " . i 11
Total Studont Co.t | 1782 189776.5) 2113(18.6)
Tultfun as a Percentape 9.5 ¢ 12.9 .
— b Y . .. N -

N

[y

. ’

1971-72

343
2135(29.0)
16.2

430
2352(39.0)
18.3

T8

2128
16.%

345
2190(30.8)
15.8

-

343
2045(28.5)
16.9

404
2391(37.3)
16.9

368
2298(35.7)
24,7

402
2197(7.7)
38.3

429
2405(43.8)
17.8

.
\

‘429
2325(31.6) *
- 18.5

7 3%
2272(27.4)
17,4

¢
2279(21.9)
L17.4

1 - . ) >
( )Nunlwn‘ln () refleet cusmdative prrcentane Increascs fiom A base year of I‘t%-’ﬂ. -

AY
0

3

&20
. 2234(36.9)
18.8

. 5%
2292(41,4)
22.2

420
2200(3,4)
19.1

420
2221(35.6)
18.5

420
2262(A1.9)

o 18,6

a0
2455(40.9)
. 165

404
2334(h1.4)
16.9

402
2209(8.3)
. 18.2

429
2435(45.6)
17.6

429
2340(32.4)
\ 18.3

. 495,
2336(33.8)
20.8

o ¢

2481(39.2),
'l’."a

2604(53.5)

| 259A¢4 5.0
1.1

-
R

< A20
2384(44.0)
17.6

420
2374(40.3)
17.7

420
2350(10,4)

k20
2376(41.y,
N %

A20
2364(48.3}
R X

404
2631449, 1%
15.5,

- ~

-

N &bd
15,% -

s et b

. A0k
2366(15.v)
17.1

- A28
2514(50.3)

17,1

S 29
2430(4A0.9)
17.2

'

495

496 °
2620(47.4)
18.9
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part1c1patlon in. highler ‘education. ," S -
Table 9 dlsplays the average annual student expenses. in
publlc schools of med1c1ne, dentistry, and veterinary
medicire nationwide during the academic year 1970-71.
It is assumed that during an inflationary period thase '
‘expensés. have continued to increase, causing at least S
a ten percent increase’in expenses since 1970 71.
. The cirrent averagé student expenses in the 1111n01s
. publ.c &chools (adjusted to ‘2 nine- month academlc year)

are as as follows: ;

[

v ‘University . , $outhern
' of ’ Illinois |
— " Tllinois . University
Medicine . " $ 4,025 $ 4,175
Dentistry .. 5,500 4,697 :
; Veterinary Medicine - 2,740 - - A
A comparison. of the average annual student expenses for ) »

, I1linois.students and for students nationwide in, the .
programs of medicine, dentistry, and veterlnary ‘medicine,
shows that Illinois students are paying* 51gn1f1cantly
less for their education than students nationwide.

This is in spite of the fact that the natlonal data

was ‘compiled from 1970-7]1 cost data and the Illinois

a2 reflects current 1974-75 charges. With costs
increasing rapidly -in recent years, it is probable

that -current 1974-75 national data would show even higher
student budgets, thus causing even a larger differential
between what IllanlS students and students natlon— ¢

wide are paylng. ' '

i3

The major difference between student expenses for -, jw,- .
Illinois studentégand students nationwide appears to
lie in the tuiti char At Southern Illinois

Un1vers1ty, the tuition levels of $429 per academr .
year for both the medical and dental schools fall'well
into the lower quartile nationally.. At the University
of Illinois, medical and dental tuitions'of $882 and

$783, respectively, are below the nationwide median for .
public schools. Current tuition levels in the public

medicdl and,dental schools nationwide are dlstrlbuted C,
as follows:" . N

oy,

4 wMedical Education in the Urdited States, 1972-73,"
,Journal of the American Medical Association, November,
1973 and the "bental Education Supplement,"” Journal of_
" Dental Educatlon, 1973

‘
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J , : o - ;X Veterlnary
: -~ ‘ © Madicine Dentlstgy . Medicine '
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NG s zl'.l"" Lol
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» K . : B Al
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SR \%j;; ": “\&~ - .Medicine' . ' Dentistry ' . - . ST
" . PRI k . —— . s . ) A

' ff??; Pirst: quartllew SR S T-1 S 1 » PN
‘t “‘Mediany. - .7950 . 910 . - % L
‘"~_' . Third quartlle \:‘ 1,200 - < 1,200 o T

A factor that concerned the Comm*ttee was the relatlon-

shlpﬂbétween tuition at publlc un;ver51t1es ahd private T

1nst1tut10ns. 'Although 1ncrea51ng publlc unlver51ty L
> tuitions is not viewed las an- ‘econoftical means of insur- . -
ing.~the surv1va1*of all prldate 1nst1tut10ns, a large :
tuition gap between public and private 1nst1tut1qns
may prevent 'a student from choosmng the type of institu- 3 .
tion he or.she wishes to attand. Table 10 shows‘tultlon .
and fee chargas- for’ selected prlvate 1nst1tutr0ns ‘for '
the pexlod 1968-69 to 1974-75. It~ ig’ apparent from this -
chart that the 'gap between publi¢ and private tuition :
and feencharges increased by' dpprbximately $25Q during ’ R
this period. During the same petriod, the ISSC maximum - .o '
award” lncreaSed by only $150 from $1;200 to $1,350 - -
fer stuﬂent. _ ) " . '

". . . . 3
>

The ga) between¢pub11c and private. tuitlon has his-
torieally been resolved by a combinatior of increases
s.1in publlc unlver51ty tultlon and incdreases in the AS§C
maximum award to’ needy studehts who choose to attend.

a private ,institution: However, increasing ‘public L

university tuition for the sole burpose of closing the - N

gap between public and prtvate institutions does ndt . )

_serve "the purpose-well since increa51ng costs at prlvate . v

1nst1tut10ns ‘cause tultlon ingreases in that sector -
- which would outstrlp all but the.most dramatic tuitiom

increases at. publlé univer91t1es. For 1nstance, a. lo
percent increase‘in tuition would ampunt, to approxlmately

$200 per studentnln the prlvate sector- but only approx- : .o

imately- $50 per spudent in the public unlversity sector.

One of the Committee's recommendatlons stated tgat ‘

"the Board of Higher Educatiop direct its attention to

the necessity of jincreased state aid to private jinsti-

‘tutions of higher educédtion to- lessen the .inpact of-

inflation on their costs and help tob assure their via- ‘
.bility." The Board has various means of exploring the . > .

necessity.of increased state: aid to prlvate-lnstltutlons.

The updating of the McConnell Commission Report, is seen ‘e
as*the most apprppriate vehicle for explorlng various- ’
option$ since t study can encompass a broader range
of subjects tha Just .the relationship between tultlon

at public and p ivate institutionsg : e
. N . . . “

o

,;The,relationShi between tuitibn at public uhiﬁefsitie§
Al - " . . » . -
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) TumLJon “and Mandator/ fees for ‘sélected. pr;vatc Illln01s institutions

fqr 1%68-¢9. , 1074 =75, gnd ﬁhc pcrcan of 1ncreauc over 1968 69 are as

follows: ) , ‘. .
. ¢ . e ,/ c . . 8 . . . ’
e L 1968~6g grease ' }974 75
s T ' .- Tuition over | ' Tuition
INS 'rl'ru'rxon S " % U & Fees | "1968-69 ‘& Feés
Aﬁgustana ‘. , e . ‘;51,500 .49, 2% , e $2,238,
. . R £ ] . \ -
‘Aurora . . L1,204 - 78, 6% < 2,150
Barat " .. Taase . 6528 L - 1,9000
Bradley ' g o _ 1,300 . 69.28 * 2,200
' . - ) \ . . )
DePaul . . , 1,350 ., 48.9% 2,010
" EMshurst < - 1,520 63.2¢ . . 2,480
- Q . .
. ; . 3 l B .
George Williams g "%, 347 51.77¢ 2,043.
‘Tllinois Institute of -Technology 1,800 . 27.8%. B 2,30@
Illinois Wesleyan C - 1,802 , 56.28 © 2,814
Knox : ' 2,000 | 58,9t 3,195
‘Lake Forest .- 71,950 60.5% 3,129 -
Loyola ©.1/370 .. . 43.8% G 1,970
Macturray ¢ .. . - 1,840 - 46,28 - 2,690
Millikin .. 1,575 ) 64.9% 2,598 °
Monrouth I 2, ooo 41.3% 2,825,
_Mundelein y L, 270 /- A6I%% T . 1,865
_ National College : 1,890 ©26.9% 2,400
_ North Central College . . 1,550 48.3% 2,298
< tq [ : . ~ - .
Noxrth Park - . 1,455 . 60.5% ) 2,335
Northwestern .. 2,025 C.573¢° T 3,180
_ Rockfora . e1,610 . 36.7¢ 2,200
University of Chicago _ 2,100 37.9% 2,896
" . . & « E - . . l . ‘Q
Weignted Average--Private $1,435 a7y 2,033
Weighted Average -Public.Uﬁ%vorsity ' 263 A132.7% ¢ ) '7\\512
Differcnce Between Charges at T ' T ]
Private Inotltutlonu and Public- e : o
Univerdities - - 1,172 L. o - 1,421
» . 1\ , » -
v | ¢ ‘ . :;'. N ,‘T*‘,i ! @ K
’ ! N e. ¢ ) ‘ k) s ? ' 4
o . - (4 "\ 154 ‘ ) A
3 - , \‘ oA .
: . ,.\ - 1. Py
- v - \ ["’1' ) 6
. o . .26¢ . , A
4 ! a . . p. - A ;.' ¢
e 4 k47 . .

“~ SELECTED.PRIVATR Il’o JROTS C(\LL‘(‘ 5 7\I‘D 'Nl\.’l‘R‘sJ"f']’l"' ;

-

bs. 8
%
.
> .
-4
-
.
»
L)
by
.
. "
» .




- i N M - - . €

) and community colleges . was recognized as a factor -to be
.. studied in the consideration of a tuition policy for ',. .
public universities.. However, the-role of tuition at )
‘public community-¢ollegés appeared to be SO intértwined
‘'with the amount of>support:qcccived from various levels
of government, that the_gommittee\deferred consideration
of the matter to the-Community "College Finance Study
. _ Committee. K L ‘ . ‘ .
. . .
The relationship between tuition at Illinois, public o : \
universities and out-of-state institutions was viewed ~ .
from the standpoint of how tuitions in the state of
1llinois compare to those in other industrialized-’

- N

e and surrounding states. As can be- expected, each state f'
had unique characteristics and circumstances which- led *
- to the determination of specific rates of tuition. | - %
: . Apffendix C-out¥ines the specific tgition‘and,financial
-7 aid policies of major industrialized and surrounding ’ -
states. .A comparisen of resident tuition charges im— -
I}linois to those in other ‘states reveals that Illinois
..institution$ compare favorably to universitiéd .in other
states as shown below.. - . - . ’ e
Rank Oxdering of Selected State Universities:’
.. By . C )
‘ g* . . 1973~74 Resident Tuition and Fée Charges .
2 For Undergraduate Students .
. v - LN ‘ '
( : ”." o . Institution- oL .~ _*™Charges ’
’ . " 1. Yniversity of New Hampshire -~ = $983 - .
. 2. Pennsylvania State University, . 900 . . P
LI ; 3. Univérsity of Michigan- R . . 800/904 ' -
. * 4. State Upiversity of New York - - 1750/900
A . 5, '.Ohio State University - - oL, 750 ‘
o 6. - Michigan State University . ! .. 720 o
-7. Purdue University < : 700 <
. _ . -8. University of Illinois N 686 : \\§
iy - "9; Indiana pniversity ..~ i; . . 682 ) .
s 10. ‘University of Califormia 644 RN
T .11. Uniyexnsity of Iowa e ' 620 f*\\\\ .
12.+4.Univer§ity of Wisconsin . 573/628 T
. 13.. Univergity of Minnesota L - 592
) ' 14. Univyersity of Florida- < 570 - -
. 15.  University .of Migsouri -~ : . 54Q Ty
- 16. University of Texas B S o 378 ‘. ‘
N S 1973-74 Student phérges,'uationa; Associat@bn’gf a7 T }
X Uq%vgrsities'anerand-GrahE\Go;&gges ' :
ST T - ]
[ . . N o . L . . .
. . - ) * B ) :
(\.' i,, . -~




A final conslderatlon -in .the settlng of a tuition pollcy .
was the rclationship between student and taxpayer support .
( _-.of higher cducation. Students’ and taxpayers have his- - SR
torically shared in thé cost of higher education, in . .

'r Illinois. The.shared responsibility reflects™a belief
that both the individual and socicty benefit from an
1ncrcased leveT of educational ‘attainment. The eXact -

' ' efit each segment of: thE'soc1ety received is a top;c

of ~at disagreement and, in the Commlttee s opinion, - °
cannot adequately - measured Although figures provided-
by the bnlEed\Stages Census Bureau reveal that the lifc-
time earnings of.a college graduate. ex¢eed thosg of a

high school graduate by approximatcly $280,000,7 it
-is still difficult to ascertain the exact relatronshlp

between individual and societal benefits of -a higher
level -of ecducational attainment. However, individuail ) .
students, db benefit.from a pos condary education
and the Commlttee,‘thereforei_§u ted continuation
\ of the shared responsibility between students and tax-
- - payers in the support of %igher education.
After rev1ew1ng the factors which the Committee deemed
( important in the setting of  a tuitien.policy for under-
graduate and graduate students at publlc unlver31t1es,
an attempt was made to llSt various tuition alternatives
and relate them to thé above con31derat10ns Among the
.. tuition.alternatives con51dered by the Cqmmlttee were .
the follow;ng' ) -

-
~

1. -Full coest priting . : - o .
- 2. No tuition : o : - -
- 3.0 leferentlal tu;tlon Charges by level of
* . instruction = -
4. A upiform -tuition policy for ‘a1l publlc uni-
o versities, based on a percentage of the state-
C L, %" wide undergraduate instructional- éost. .
. .. .s15. 5. Reaffirmation of present Board pollc whereby
R EN tuition charges-be maintained at a lewel of
I one-third af the undergraduate 1nstructlonal
v cost calculated on the appropriate sygtem base.’ -
' 6. Differential-tuition charge$ between the under-
graduate and gradudte levels. . oo
a \
Full-cost pricing, "charging the student full 1nstruct10na1
~ cost, was quickly.dismissed by thé Committee. It was .
' felt that this alternative was 1ncon51stent with 4he.
Committee's beliéf that students and taxpayers should
. .  share in the cdst of higher education. , Although tax-
payers would. contlnue to support act1v1t1es other.than

S
L]

5 The Chronicle of Higher Education, Aprll 8, 1974-.
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1nstruct10na1 cost, the major burden-for f1nanc1ng

hlgher education wonld be placed on students. The
( net result of the 1mp1ementatlon of such a policy woyld )

be the redistribution” of a portion of the dellars pre- .
! ‘ sently allocated among institutions to new and expanded

L€ financial aid programs if the State's commitment to access
to higher education were to be continued. '

A no-tuition policy was also' quickly dismissed .by the
Committee for many of the same reasons. Such a policy
would «liminate the student's contrlbutfon to the cost
of *his or her education, which is not in Xeeping with
the Committee's belief that the cost of higher education
fo) should be shared by both students and taxpayers. A

+ no-tuition policy would negate the premise that ‘both the
individual and society benefit from a higher level of
educational attainment, a premise difficult to dispute

- when looking at the lifetime earnings of a college
graduate versus a high school graduate. .

The alternative of differential tuition charges by 1evel
of instruction was cited as a result of recently adopted
~tuition .policies in the States of New York, Michigan’
and Wisconsin. pifferential tuition charges hy level -
of instruction commonly.refer to charging different tui-
tion rates~for the lower division (freshman and sophomore), A w
upper division (junior and senior), Graduate I (less | .
( than 30 graduate semegt®r hours), and Graapate—iI -(more ., . _
than 30 graduate semester hours) level students based
on the cost of 1nstruct16h\et these  levels, . Although
) the Committee recognized the fferirig costs among various .
- . levels of instruction w1th1n\§%ibng;zipubllc universities,
several factors prompted the elimin on of this alter- =~
‘native. Among these factors were the Very close.mon-. v
itoring of student credit hours needed to make this T . -
plan effective. Administrative costs would probably : R '
increase with _the 1n1t1at10n of dlﬁferentlal tuition :
harges and many probLems were envisioned during reg- - .
istration inder such a plan. Cogversatlons with officials-
at the Unlverslty of Wisconsin and the State University
of New York confirmed that problems related to the reg- o
istration process and monitoring of .student credit hours
have been significant obstacleS'te overcome in the-. . )
implementation of a.differential tuition policy. . . -
westions were alsé raised as to whether a reduction '
in the lower division tuition charges woula actually -
D increase access to higher education .in llght of the .
) - significant effort, the state«already makes 1n the area » ' T
. of student” ald. . . . S

% .
- +
" .

" The fourth alternafive, a uniform tuitioﬁ=p61io§ for all- ST,
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public universities based on a percentage of the avgrage
statewide undérgraduate -instructional cost, had both
advantages and.disadvantages. The intent of thé uniform
tuition pollcy was to eliminate the cost of tuition as
a deterrent in the student's ch01ce among public uni-
versities. However, a .uniform tuition policy does not

" -reflect the programmatlc differences among institutions
and--systens, and was, therefore, not supported by the
Comm1ttée~ . . . o

The Committee also.considered reafflrmatlon of the present
- Board policy whereby tuition charges would be maintained
at a level of one-third of undergraduate instructional
cost calculated on the appropriate system base. How-
ever, this alternative was.rejected based on three

) primary considerations: .1) the policy did not ad=-

;ﬁjjggﬁsSZEhe wide differential between undergraduate and
graduate- instructional cgsts,.2) . the policy, in effect,
placed a higher state priority on graduate education
than undergraduate education by subsidizing graduate
costs to 'a much greater deyree than undergraduate
costs, and 3) the increased rate of return on the
graduate student's investment versus the undergraduate
student's investment in his or her education was not
considered in this policy. - ’

Therefore, the Commitiee recommended adoption. of a

+ tuition policy which would result in dlfferentlal charges
for undergraduate and graduate students. In regard- to
“an undergraduate tuition policy, the Study Committee
on Tuition and Other Student Costs recommended:

- , "That tuition charges for res1dent, under-
~ graduate students be maintained at a level

of one-third of undergraduate instructional

‘cost calculated on the appropriate system
_ base. To this end, public university |

systems should raise undergraduate tuitions
. approximately on a proportional ‘annual basis
so that thegpne=third palicy will be fully
implemented db*later\ggan Fiscal 1980, :
- - prov1ded ‘that: T e "

0 b\5>\> T

L

’

a.. The General. As bly and Governor inereasé -

" funding of the I1l1 State Schoiarshlp :
Commission's Monetary Aw Program and/or
other programs to offset the~dmpact of any
proposed tuition increases ‘on f1nanc1a11y
needy students, -

s

» b. 'Full implementation of the one-third pollcy'

. "™ “at any one- system does not result in undex-
) . "+ graduate tuition charges higher than undér-
. ‘ . ,l N . _l_"" 58‘ c

30
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¥ , ‘ .
graduate tuition charges at the University
of Illinois, and . -
c. In the calculation of undergraduate instruetional
costs to determine appropriate ition charges,
new institutions be excluded from the calculatlons
during the first ten years of o eratlon

Furthcrmore, following full 1mp1emehtatlon of the
,one- third policy by Fiscal 1980, tuition charges
“should be updated annually and applied in Board
of 'Higher Education budget recommendations
yrputinely thereaftex."

" The Committee's recommendation regarding a graduate tuition
policy stated the following: .

"That tuition charges for resident graduate students -
be maintained at a level of 133 1/3 percent of the

resident, undergraduate tuition charge at_eac
B o system. To this end, public universd systems. ~
. ‘ should raise graduate tuitions to is level con-

currently in relationship to increases in under-\
graduate tuition charges." )

D1fferent1a1 undergraduate and graduate tuition policies

were supported on the basis of several considerations,

1nc1ud1ng the belief that: 1) the policies addressed .

the wide differential between undergraduate and graduate

instructional costs; .2) they reduced the widening gap

in state subsidy for undergraduate and graduate students,
ﬁ,ﬂ,_w,3ls_the—pol;c1es"reeegﬁized the increased rate of return

on the graduate student's investment versus -the under-

graduate student's investment, in his or her education,

and 4) the policies established:the prlnciple that the

more advanced the level of education, the greater the

- .cost should be to the student. . i . R >

The fact that a wide differential between undergraduate IR

and graduate instructional ‘costs efists -is apparent. ,

A comparison of undergraduate and graduate instructional

costs by system based on the 1972-73 Unit Cost Study ,

reaveals the Ffollowing cost differentials: - »

-
-

Undergraduate - Graduate- .
- ’ L Instructional Instructional .
System - Cost N Cost )

Board of Governors Lo $ 1,464  $ 2,686 )
Board of Regents 1,488 - 4,235

Southern Illinois Un1vers1tx\\\\\\ 1,661 ) 4,901
University of Illinois —___ 1,590 ‘ 4,206
4 — 27V
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" .
' . The difference betwecn undergraduate and: graduate in--
' structional costs ranges from $1, 222" td $3,437. Since .
* the present’ twition policy is based on undergraduate, : ' .
( [ instructional costs and applies equally to both undexr-
1 graduatc and graduate. students, this procedure ‘allows
the -State to subsidize-instructional costs of graduate . . T
. students to a much yreater extent than undergraQuate D .
_students. . Based on the 1972-73 Unit Cost Study, the. - '
State- is presently subsidizing the following percentage . . T
of the full instructiopal cost of undergraduate and ’ ' L
graduate students: . . ] N oo Coa
. . . .

v 'Undergraduate

‘¢ Graduate
- Aw System’ N Subsidy Subsidy.
Board of Governors ﬁ 72.7% 85.6% " °
__ Board of Regents r 74.1 "90.1"
~_ -Southern Illinois Un1Versltg 74.2 91.2"
B University of IllanlS 68.8 88.2 .
- The recommended undergraduate and graduate tuition ‘ 7

p011c1es call for a reduction
sub31dy for undergraduate and

in the gap between state
graduate students by charg-

ing separate tuition rates on the basis of instructional
costs -of the two student levels. The recommended ‘
p011c1es call for annual updating of costs and- full'
1mp1ementatlon by 'no later than Fiscal 1980. No attempt’
~has been made to estimate what the instructional costs -
by system will be in Fiscal 1980. However, if the most '
recent Unit Cost Study, 1972-73, were used, the follow-
‘ing tuition charges viould be in effect by Flscal 1980 ‘-
as compared to present charges: S

_

Recommended Policy

Present
" Tuition, Undergraduate Graduate

System Charge Tuition Charge Tuition Charge
13 N ' g

Board of Governors - ) $ 420 $ 488 $ 650
Board of Redents’ 404 496 . 660 ‘

" Southern Illinois. Unlver51ty 429 - 530 707

University of Illinois 496 530 707

~
- .

In addition to thé abeve considerations, the recommended
tuition peolicies call for differential tuition charges .
_between the undergraduate and graduate levels AU® to the
increased rate of return on the graduate-student's in-
vestment versus the undergraduate student $ investment
it his or her education. Table 11 dlsplays the mean
income and tax on that income for men and wgmen in Illinois _ '
18 years old and older by¢ level of education. The data
. reveals that the income of men with five or more ygars

?

T8




00°8uL$ «
4

00°18€$

-

00°2%0"1$

00°SHE’9$

00°¥EY ' ¥3
3 0

00°0ZL"LS * ,

.

N . ¢ ..
[>] %
> . N
“eL6T ‘T13dV .muuofeou.uo:umoauu¢mua eg*n ‘BYOUTLL
" 00°zs5$ - 00°9¥Z$
. 00°00€°S$ . 00°659'€$
. 00°€S€$ _ 00° 6T *
- 00°182°%$ . 00°LLO’ES
S ’ .
N [y - -
. 00°6798. 7 _ . 0076528
. 00°009°S$ : 0079EL ‘€S

gz 08L’'TS -

-

a

00°16€$

02°061*11$

00° LLY VS

ga-z11°€es .

’

00"SI¥ 9T$

9031100 |,

c§2X ®IOA 30 § .

.

‘00°TEE’ TS
. 00°2Z0°6$

o&.hmqm .
) 00°228°'¥$
.
ot°sov’zs .
. . oowowd~¢a»

3557105 “S3K ¥

00°LY5S$

00°ZLES

00708213

000°16Z°L$

00°¥8€°YS$
g .

v

oo*geL’ed -

L ST60USS UPTH "SR ¥

-

«SOTLSTEILOVIVHD daiIvidd. SIONITII

11378V

™

SUOTIONPIP 'PAVPULRIS UITM &

xekuedxel owmﬁ.ﬂm .xnar

.

Woouy uwrol

$PTO XWX vE 03.62

gakedxe) 2THUTS ‘XRls -

pl

AWODUT URIH |

Sp10 XeaX $Z 03 81

aohudxel ATHUTS “¥Xelx .

- xafedxe) aTBUTS ‘Xels,

»

o

@

GucIuI URdR,

Z9pI0 ® 81 PTRWAI TWIOL-.

-

-

zakedyel o.am..mmw ‘xele

auodUI uedy

a

8PTO Seak,bE 03 ST~

* sUOdUI URIU

sp10 ook pz 03 81

F 1, .

' i 4
uoh.!wxca oﬁmcﬂm\ ‘¥elsy
dwooul urvey .
29pT0 -7 8T OTRH TRIOXK
[1

v

_E

|
!
|
|

e o

14
t . !
‘
.
- .
. {
.
-
. .
.
.
.
. .
.
A )
AY
.
v
. .
.
[}
.
v . '
o~ !
N P
. «I»v . 4
, )
.o
. .-
.
N
T . PR
’
N s n
(7]
> .
-
-4 -
2
.
.
+
-
. b
@) :
B—)i
i
i

\

L |




[ N

of college exceeds that 'of men with 4 years of college
by 16.1, percent, *and "thé income of women with' five or
more {years of college exceeds that{of women,with 4 years
. of college by 37.9 percent. Clecarly, a stfdent seeKing
an advanced degrec can expect to receive op the average
a hlgher income a$ aresult of fuﬁfher ucation.
The necommcnded graduate tultlon pOllC) establishes -
the primciple that the more advanced the level of education,
the.greater the cost should be to the student. 1In effect,
the policy implies that the student's financial share
of the cost should increase as he or she moves into more
advanced levels of education where the. goal is not
merely ach1ev1ng basic skills but gaining access, tb
higher-paying, profe551ona1 level jobs. The difference
between the proposed undergraduate and- graduate;tuition
charges cannot ‘be considered significant when compared
to the increased earnings which result, partly, from
advanced levels of education. o " ’ .

The 1mplcmentatlon of the proposed tuition policies

would als® result somewhat in a redistribution of student
subsidics from higher-to- -lowar-income groups. Students
now receive subsidies from two sources: {a) tuition

at rates below edycational costs, and (b) student a1d
‘through grants, subsidized loans, and work-study. .
Tuition subsidies, by themselves, particularly dvantage .
higher-and-middlé-income groups since, without student
aid, young persons from lewer-income groups often cannot
afford to attend college even with low or no tuition. As
stated.-in the Tuition and Financial Aid Study presented

to the Board in December, 1570:

ES

*
i )

‘ . "Grecater reliance on tu1t10n as a source of
‘revenue for public senior institutiofis of digher
education is consistent with the phllosophy that,
whenever possible those who benefit from: Jpublic .

° - ' _programs and can‘afford to pay for those bene-
fits should do so. It is unfair to exact money s
from the many lower income taxpayers wHo bear” sub-
stantial burdens from the State's tax structire
to subsidize education of young adults wha are °
better able to pay their own way. The .chal- \
lenge and goal of our system of higher educa=~ .
tion is. to be able to demonstrate by work ’
and practice that no Illinois citizen who
qualifies and seeks higher education shall be

7 puition, A §ﬁpplcmented Statement to the Report”of the |
" Carnegie Commissionof Higher "Education on “Who Pays? = - ‘
Who Bencfits? Who Should Pay?" April,.1974, p. 2.

v

.
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denied the right to attend an appropriate post—~
secondary educational choi¢e simply because he
lacks the dollars to make thé decision a reality.
I11linois is one of .a few states which has made
the commitment by developing a strong public A
higher education system and by providing .sig- .
. nificant support to students via the scholarship
grant and loan programs Of the Illinois, State .
Scholarship Commission."” . R .

A

14

Although-concern is expressed that any increase in ,
tuition will deny students access to.higher education and
cause enrollments to decline, the récommended tuition
policies would not have-a severe impact on total student
cost. For instance, based on the 1972-73 Unit Cost Study,
full implementation”of the proposed undergraduate tuitioh
policy would result in an increase in total student cost

of between 1.3 and 4.0 percent which would be assumed

‘gradually up to Fiscal 1980. At 'the graduate level,
g y

full implementation of the proposed policy youla‘increase
total student budgets bétween-€.0 and.11.2 percent in
the respéctive.systems. ' N

v

¢ sy n

Data regarding student price-response to higher tuitions
have not beeén conclusive. A student survey conducted - '
by the staff of the Economic and Fiscal Commission asked
a sampling of studehts enrolled in public universities
what action they would take if tuitions were increased

by. $500 next year. The survey results indicated that
only between six and seventeen percent of the students
presently enrolled would not or were not likely "to con-

‘tinue their education if faced by such ‘'substantial

increases. .,

The proposed tuition policies do not call for tuition .

«

. increases of the same magnitude as dndicated above. As.

long as benefits accrue to students in income, status,
and opportunities, for personal development,, it-is— '

" realistic to expect students who are.financially able-

-

to do s6 to pay a reasonable share of-the cost of his

or her education. .Moreover, tuition chaxges: uld - e

graow proportionately with rising educational” costs, both
beesause costs are increasing and .because wage.-d@nd

salary increases through inflation provide more income
to pay these costs. L '

: o e
R . . ) u . . .
The recammended tuition policies which wer discussed -
above refer only to resident students. ‘In.‘regard to
non-resident students, a previous Board policy, adopted -

in. December, 1970 stated that “non-resident-’tuition
should 'be maintained. at a -level of 100 percent of the

N +
) ]
’ %
b *

N




1nstrucL10na1 cost base." Non-resident tuition charges
- in other states werc reviewed and appeared to be sub-
stantially higher thah resident tuition charges. Ap-
(' pendix D detdils. the non- -resident tuition charges and/or

! . policies ‘of other major industrialized and surrounding
states. The Study Committee on Tuition and Other Student‘
Costs recommendcd )

. \ )

“Tndt tuition charges for ‘non- realdent under-
graduate students.be maintainéd at a level of
full ¥nstructional cost calculated on_the ap-
propriate system base and tuition charges for non-
resident graduate students be maintained at

AR ©a level of 133 1/3 percent of the non-resident,

n charge at each systen.

“is /recommended that-the Board of
cation consider entering into reciprocal
. ion agreements with other states if such
", agreements prove to be fiscally sound."

.- Based on the Fall, 1973 Board of ngher Education En-
rollment Survey, a non-resident tuition policy will
affect only 9,487 students in public universities..

" Excluding the number of nonrresident students’receiving
institutional waivers, it appears that fewer than 4,000
"students paidsnon ~-resident tuition during the acadenmic

: year :1973-74, Liberalized residence policies in-Illinois
. - have "dlso sbrewhat negated the effect that a non- ~-resident
( : tuition pollcy would have on out- of state students. . -

The propoqed non- reswdent tuition policy requires the -
same methodology for 1mp1ementatlon as the resident
tuition poligies. If the 1972-73 Unit Cost Study were
used to calculate instructional.costs, the following
rion-resident tuition charges would be 1n effect by

Fiscal 1980: i
. - : _Non-resident Non~resident
) ) Undergraduate Graduate
System ' Tuition Charge Tuitjon Charge
- —— = t :
Board of Governors - L "$ 1,464 , '$ 1,952
_ Board of Regents . . 1,488 -7 1,984
. ‘ Southern Illinois University , 1,590 2,120
University of Illinois . 1,590 2,120
v 8

FY1976 RAMP Operatlng Resource Requlrement Tablés 13 1
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One component of the Committece's chargé was to cxamine = °
appropriate tuition charges for students enrolled in )
professional level programs. An examination of pro-
fessional program costs and charges resulted in the )
Committee concentrating on appropriate tuition charges Y .\
for these high-cost professional programs: meditine,

dentistry, and veterinary medicine;//Sinﬁé all three of

the programs rclated to the health-professions, the Com-

mittee requested the Health Educatiom Commission to_ex-

plore the costs and benefits of the programs and recommend ,
appropriate levels of tuition ese proérams. In

addition to the high cost~ these pro ¢ financial \J
commitment which the ate of Illi _srggs/ma e to the .
expansion of thesg programs hd the differences between -

tuition chargesr-in Illipeis as compared to national
averages, the Committ€e was impressed- by the individual
benefits which acerde to graduates of these,proqrams. /////’

the relativée accrual of social and individual benefits

of professional education. Ce;tainly'the social good 1
served, by -tite gcondnmic investment in the educatio 6
physicians, déntists and veterinarians. ° evors,

" . / [y
An interminable)?hilqsophical debate can be entered on:

also true thét the individual behefits 5 tial,
as is evideficed in the income figures.presented in ) .
. Tables 12 4nd 13. In terms of, ability to pay for their ° &
" education, at least retroactively, phy&icians, dentists
- . and veterinarians could a9§orb”§’much greater proportion

, of the cost than £h W do.

N

_ Whatever the specific measure, it can be concluded that

. a prospedtive physician can look forward to a wvery
advantageous financial feturn from his or het profes~
siomal educations -‘To a large but not equ; degree
earnings expectations of dentists and v erinarians

- .

are also very good. - - - /o .

Given the above considerations,. the Study Committee on .
Tuition and Other Student Costs recommended;’ o

“That the Board of Higher Education recommend ..
to the-appropriate governing boards that tuition . .
.~ "Tevels for. public schools of medicine, dentistry, .
N - y and veterindry medicine be set at the following'
acadenic year rates in Fiscal Year 1977 .and ad-
justed in proportion to the pndergraduate tui- ’ .
tion .increases thereafter: . . . o

¢

\

. 'Medicinc . $ 1,250 C
Dentistry - . 900, o :
. Veterinary Medicine 750




Source:

 VTABLE 12 - SR

’ EARNTNGS: DATA FOR

- - PRACTICING M. D.s
0 1972

.

'‘Median Earnings

. . -Salayy, Bonus
Net Practite Income and Ret.irement

- (Self-Employcd (Tncorporated
. M.D.g): - = _ M.D,YS)
ineral Practice- . $36,940 $55,000
'~,;tn£erna1 Medicine . 43,600 62,500
General Surgery 46,350 S 677§§0‘
Qbstétrigs/Ggﬁecolbdy " 43,750 T a 68;750‘
pediatrics 39,720 . 50,000
psychiatry - 39,720 . T 51,250
. | .

<
-

"will self-empldyed physic¢ians net out ahcad?"
Medical 'Ecopomics, October 15, 1972, pp. 240-251.

¢

. "What future for incorporated physicians?"

Medical Economics, November 26, 1973,
Q . " . »

pp, 178-185.

g
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TABLE 13°

'EARNINGS DATA FOR
“PRACTICING DENTISTS.
~ RND VETCRINARIANS.

.
5
[y

1 . ”~

th Mean Income of Indcpcndent Dontlsts, 1970

-
4

s

Locgtmon of Pract:ce

7

«

Illinois Central ©.S. U.S. -
A $28,700 $29,300 - $30, 800 -
Source: Journal American Dental Association, ig (1973),
’ Pp. 167-172. ] .
-~ ' -
. .
. T : AVERAGE INCOME OI ; .
’ : PROFESSIONAL .VETER INARIANS , 1972 : .
[ L2 "": . [ ° , L_,/"
T Classification Average Total Incone S
(  Industry, . $29,800 \
‘ College or Unxverqlty 20,642 . oo
Federal Government «(Non-Military) 22,972 j o
Federgl Government (Mllitaty) .' 18,316 mf/f
State and Local Covernment 21,341 . ) ’
.Veterinarians in PL;vate Practice 20,275 o v
Private Practlce Employces g — 17,193
7 //7 / c- * fe .
e g ) - A .
- “Source: "The 1973 Economig Survey of Salaried Veterinarians'

L4

Income Earned in.1972"; John W, Judy,- Jr., D.V.M.,
Ph.D.

»
+ d .
L]
’

'"The 1973 Economlc Survey of Vetcrlnarrans in

L4

‘D, V.M. ," Ph.D,

4

Private Practige During-1972"; John W Judy, Jr.,

.
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* If tuitions ate to be incrcased at either the qunder- .
graduatc,” graduate, .or professional devels, cognizance ‘e
must be taken of the impact on the student who, for
whatever reason, may be closed out of an opportunity for
a postsccondary education. Chapter 3 details how students
presently meet college costs and how students%would be )
able to meet the additional. costs rocommended in the i . .
specific tuition pglicies.
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III. MLETING COLLECE& COSTS
\ Co - . &

Having reviewed the total cost t& the student of obtaining a :
postsecondaxry education, the Committee considered the various
methods by Which students finance this cost and eguitaBle
means of aiding students whose financial resourcgs do not per-
mit full payment’'of college costs. The ability to meet collége: .
costs is of primary contern_to students and/or’ their parents in
the. decision to attend a postsecondary institution. The Com= -
mittez.rccognized' that cellege costs by no means represent-‘the :
aggregate cost of ‘obtaining a postsecondary cducation, however,
it is these costs which students are expected fo contribute . -
towards their ‘edygation and living expenses. The means by )
which students f nce college costs vary greatly among in-
dividual students. For instance, some students finance the

" entire ‘college cost themsclves, while a large number of . .
students share the responsikility for financing college-cdgts'
with their” parents. For other students, "the financing of t =
college costs is met through a combination of scholarship and
grant aid, -loans, wark, and parental contributjons.

~

LY

The avezagejdollar amounts }equired from all students and/or
their families for the paymant of%college costs during the .
academic year 1973-74 are snho¥%n in the following chaft: % .

- o .Dollars ia Millions .
. .. Tuition Other Total
7 ‘& Feées Costs Costs

-
- » - s

-

" Public University : - : S 3

Tuifion and Feés 151,476 FTE X $601 $ 91.1 $ 91,1 .,
Other College Costs 151,476 FTE X . : :
$1,898 : i . . . _ 287a§nA 287.5
TOTAL «Public UniversityﬂEst. - . . $378.6
Public Community College - - ) ’
. -Tuition and Fees 110,323 FTE X $317 . .35.0. - . 35.0
Other College Costs 110,323 FTE X * oo
v $1,850 . - o7 204010 204%) X
TOTAL Public Community College. Est, .o % %7331
“Private- . - . w
Tuition and. Pees 110,096 FTE X $1,943 213.9 213.9
Other College Costs 118,096 FTE X ' . .
« §1,747 .o . ) . 192.3 192.3 . -
-TOTAL Private Est. u . $406.2 -
GRAND TOTAL EST., o . ) $1,023.9

-

It should be noted that no dibtinction has Eeeﬁ\made between the

| e T

» , - ~ N - ° e

-

L. . c - “\N_ 69. . . > . .
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-entirely by students and/or their families. According ko the

.a summary\o( the distribution of student financidl aid by

expcnses 1ncunrcd by undcroraduate .and graduate students 1n
the table above. Although the vulncrablllty of this assump-
tion was rccognmzed no cqu1tab1e means was foéund to separate.

-graduate expenses calsed by such factors as marrxage and " .
family responsibilities from the costs easily attributeéd to
their status as students.

Even though the'average dollar amount requiréd for the pay-

ment of college costs in all collegiate sectors exceeds

$1.02 billion, the total amount reguired was ‘not assumed .

information provided in the 1973-74 Board of Higher Education
Financial Aid Repoert, approximately $250.8 nillion or 24.5
percent of total college expenses, was provided from sources
other than students and/or their parents. Table 14 provides

sources and sector.

Although the absolute dollar amount rcqu1red from students
and/or families in meeting college costs.was given consid-
erable attention by the Committee, a more critical consid- |
eration-was the way this burden is distributed améng students
and/or their famllles, whose ability to meet educational and
living expenses variés enormously. Fot example, if all
students were expected to pay total college costs, the goals
of availability of educational opportunity withoyt regard to
financial status and the elimination of financial barriers

to higher education would not be served. Low-income students
unable to meet total college costs would be prlced\out of an
education, thus ellmlnatlng their right to-develop to their s
full potential or cdpabilfties. On the other hand, if all-
students werc not expeeted.to contribute anything toward
their educational and living expenses, the State would have-
to assume an additional burden of approximately $1.02 .
‘billion. 'This solution ‘would. be 1mposs1ble from a fiscal

standpoint and contrary to the Committee's belief that the

costs of higher education should be a- shared resp.on51b111tye Uy
between students and taxpayers.

. - s

" “The Committee, in zev1cu1ng how" students finance college costs .

and the manner in which costs are distributed, recognized a
strong neced for viable financial aid programs which dis- T
tribute financial aid to students who without ‘asgistance would
not be able to attend a postsecondary institution. Recent:
trends at the federal and stater levels have.been toward under~
graduate student assistance based on financial need. A major
federally-funded needs-based program (Basig Educational
Opportunity Grant Program) ‘was crecated in the passagg of the
Educationa Amcndments of 1972. -Bhe State of Illln01s has o oot

This figure does not’ 1nclndeg£rprox1mately $113.0 million
vavallable.to Illineois studen through Veterans -and -
Social Securlty benefits. e . T

4
Y
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also placed significant emphasis on needscbased financial

as51°tancc'throu9h funding of the Illinois State Scholarshlp
Commission's Monetary Award Program. - .

Student financial assistance programs can be placed into two
categories: non-repayable assistancc programs and repayable

assistance programs. Non-repayable assistance programs

available to Illinois students include & majority of the
- federally-~funded assistance programs, the JIllinois State
Scholarship Commission's llonctary Award Program, Institutional
Waiver Programs, and Statutory Waiver. Programs. . Non-
repayable assistance programs provide direct grants to
stugents for educational and. living expenses and require no
repayment by the student éver an extended amount of time.
Repayable assistance programs, on the other hand, consist
primarily of loans which must be repaid over an extended
period of time,. ann,though there is much discussion con-
cerning the attributes of non-repayable assistance versus
repayable assistance, both forins of assistance were credited
as providing students immediate access to higher education.

Accordlng to the 1973-74 F1nanc1a1 Aid Study, state supported
non-repayable-zssistance programs account for app*ox1mately
60.6 percent of all funds available to undergraduates in.all
sectors of Illinois higher education, excluding veterans'

-and- social security benefits. Of ﬁhls amount, approximately
59.6 percent of the funds are aistributed by the Illinois,

- State Scholarvhlp Commission (ISSC). The Illinois State
Scholarship ‘Commission's Monetary Award Program is the major
needs~based state-supported program available to Illinois -
students. The monetary awards are applicable only toward
tuition and mandatory fees, up. to a maxXimum of $1,350
annually, S)stematlc financial needs determination procedures
are used to¢ insure that the economic circumstances of students
and/or their parents are correctly assessed before monetary
award winners are announced, thus assuring that all students'’
‘needs are measured accordlng ‘to the same crlterla :

Since its 1ncept10p in 1958, the Illinois State Scholarship
~Commlsiaon has distributed approximately 451,400 monetary -
- awards to students 1n need of asSistance in meeting college

.costs. - Recent changes in ISSC reguirements, including aid to.

half-time students and independent students, extension, of the
appllcatlon deadline-to October 1, fifth ‘year entitlement,
incredases in the maximum award to Students in private “in- -
.stitutions to $1,350, and liberalization of the needs
analy31s formula, have 'resmlted in larger numbers of
students becing served by thts program. A recent ISSC survey
bf 1973-74 monetary award winners revgals that 54.3 percent
L R Y M .
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of the respondents-would not have been in school ful]i&ime, ‘ e
- without ISSC aid and’ 34 percent of the respondents. indicated
“that acceptance of an ISSC award has-reduced the ne?d for
excessive borrowing and cmployment while in gchool. Per-
haps__ the most significant change that has occurred as a
‘. result of the ISSC Monetary Award Program is' the substantial
. increase in thé number of lower income students being served
by hlghcrﬁeducatlon For instance, during the’ ﬁ\Fsod of .
1969 to1973, the number of students receiving ISSC awards .
from family incomes below $10,000 increased from 9, 268 in '
1969 to 42,833 in 1973, an increcasec of 362.2 percent. -Even . .
though the recognltlon of independent students increased the
number of award winners in the Yhcome range below $10,000 by
approx1marely 38.5 percent between 1969 and 1973, the ‘increase
in access to higher educatiopn for all lower 1ncome students
has becn substantlal‘ . ‘

-

ve

IS

Two other state-su pgrféé/non-rep ble assistance programs
for the payment of tuition and,fees™at public universities
are the institutional waiver and statutory vwaiveér programs.
. During the academic year 1973- 74, public universities granted
5,562- institutional waivers for an annual cost of approximately
$3 7 million. ’‘Institutional waivers are ‘primarily non-needs
based awards and are granted to staff, ‘athletes, ‘foreign
students, students {tho exhibit acdademic merit or other talents,
" and, to & smaller degree, disx taged,spuéen&_s;w}nsultutlon°»
, - ¢ and their respoctive governing boar fgrmine the criteris
SR ,aggﬁrwh1ch 1nst1tutlonal vaivers arc awarde '

~

.
— Statutory-tul%lon and fee waivers are prov1deg for in the
Illinois School Code and must be used at public instit ons.*
"~ In 1973-74, 31,695 waivers were awarded under, thls‘ﬁrog;am for
an annual cost of $11 6 million.” Statutory waiv are aWarded
on a non- nceds ba31s under the followinyg n1ne programsm

1. Veﬁerans ) ’ LN
2..Children of Deceased or Dlsabled Veteérans
< ° 3. ROZC Scholarships
4. Teacher ‘Education
5, Special Education . _
6. County' Scholarships N~

. 7. Public Aid . " : ’ -
" 8. Children and.Family Services .
9. Geperal Assembly Scholarshlps R
'”he three major state-supported non-repayable agsi ce pro-

grams, - ISSC Monetary Awards, Institutional Waivers, and:
Statutary Walver Programs, have resulted in a large number Sf

11 "’tudy of Monetary Award Winners," J D. Boyd .and R. Fenske,

-

- (to be publ}shed in June, 1975). ' .

-

-
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yndergraduate students in public universities not being re-
.quired to pay tuition and fees.. To a lesser degree, this
has also bcen true in the community colleges and private in-
stitutions. For instance, the Financial Aid Study shows
that during 1973-74 approximately 57,130 undergraduates in
. public universitigs, or .37.7 percent of the undergraduate -
full-time-equivalent enrollment, were served by these pro-
grams. In community -colleges, approximately 23,222 students
or 21.1 percent of the .full-time-equivalent enrollment B
_received-aid from.these sources... In the .private sector, '
approximately 26,1475 students or 24.1 percent of the full- .
time-equivalent enrollment received statce~supported ISSC
.awards. Although the,number of students Served. by statutory
<+ or institutional waiver programs is likely to decline with '
the ‘elimination of or restrictions placcd on.some programs,
it is antiecipated that thesc students could receive ISSC
awards if they demonstrate financial need: A detailed. ' '
breakdown of the number of students-gerved by.statutdry and
institutional waiver programs ih “public universities is
resented in Appendix E. N .

: - . T - ’

Federally-funded non-repayable assistance programs account for

.approximately 19.6 percent of ‘all funds available to Illinois
students in this category. The major federally-funded non-
repayablé assistance programs available to Illindis under-
graduate students include the Basic Educatiqnai'Oppbrtunity”

. .Grant Program, The Supplementai EBducational ©Opportunity ' . ° %
- Gtant Program, and the College Work-Study Program: .° . -

' The Basic Educational Opgortunity-Grant“Prbgiam_in.the‘author- )
- izing legislation, provides und=2rgraduate students with-a
$1,400 entitlement or one-half of -the eligible costs of - .
" attendance- at a postsecondary ihstitution, whicRever is less..
However, present fiscal constraints at the federal level have
reduced funding of. this progfam so that only freshman and
- sophomore level.students are currently .eligible for maximum
awvards of approximately $1,050 based.on a standardized/needs
analysis formula. It is anticipated that -junior leve
“-students will also be eligible for basic'grants during the = 1
. 197%-76 academic year. However, the $1,400"entitlement is
not likely to be .achieved due to pressure to hold thg line
on federal ,éxpenditures. ) '

.

-

-

" The Supplemental Education Opportunity Grant Progrgm (SEOG)
provides assistance to needy undergraduate studen based on .
the financial need calculation of postSecondary-ipstitutions.
The grant may not exceed one-half of the total amount of
financial assistance actually awarded to the student for-a
given academic¢ year or $1,500, whichever is lesy. Federal
-dollars appropriated amrnually for the SEOG program are.
allocated among the states on the basis of student atten-

dance figures and a determination of the validity and - -
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precision of institutional requests'for finds. For the 1974-
75 academic year, it is gnticipated that the average award for
this program will be $670 5 . :

he Pollege WorP~Study Prpgrad‘(cws) is a cosL—%hared program’
of federal-plus-institutitnal support £80-20) for part-time,
and vacation- perlod employment of students attending post-
secondary 1nst1tut10na, with preference for those with the ) °
greatest financial need as determined, by the ipstitutions, 1
Tt is anticipated that the average earnings under the CWS
_ program will" be $580 for’' the academic year 1974-75.

The I973 74 Financial Aids Study reveals that 30,600 students
in all sectors of Illinois higher: education were served by
the three ‘major fede*ally -funded prggrams mentioned above.
‘However, this number is somewhat misleading since students
may participate in scveral federal programs at the same
time. The Conmittee regretted that most institutions were
unable to provide unduplicated figures of the total number of
studénts served by these programs. o

The two major repa)able a331stance programs . available to
Illinoig students are the National Direct Student Loan Pro- -
gram and the Illinois Guaranteed Loan Program. During 1973~ :
74, these programs aided approx1mately 35,550 students and
prov1ded $39.8 million.' The average loan for the 1973-74

school year ,was calculated to bé $1,238 for public university
students; $765 for community college students, and $1,071 for
students at prlvate 1nst1tut10ns.

Both-of these programs have been‘ﬁnder criticism «for the past
several years. The National Direct Student Loan program is
criticized both for its high default rate and 1nadequate fund-
ing at the federal level. Although the program is ideal from .
a student standpoint, with an annual interest rate of 3 per- .
cent, it is unlikely that federal funding for this program
will be increased due to the high default rate. The Illinois
Guaranteed Loan Program, on, the other hand, is criticized
because it is not equally accessiblé. Since funds are made
avaidable by private lenders, low-income and minority:students
may not be served under this program if lenders consider them
a bad risk. With the prime interest rate on other loans
averaging between 9 and 12 percent annually, some lenders
‘have been unwilling to loan money to any students under the"
Illinois Guaranteed Loan Brogram at a 7 percent interest

rate, cven w1th additional federal subsidies of <between 1 1/2
and 3 percent. The- inability of some students to obtain ’
loans under present market conditions prompted the General
Assembly to request that ISSC conduct a feasibility study on
the state serving as a' direct lender .to students. The

" results of the ISSC fea31b111ty study should be available:in

r N . v

75 R .




May, 197S5. Although the Committee offered no rccomﬁendatibn
concerning a direct state lending program, several members
expressed concern that a direct state lending program may
eliminate the Guaranteed Loan Program. Since the Illinois
Guaranteed Loan Program provided approximately $17.8 milliormr
for Illinois students in the payment of college costs during :
1973-74, the Committge expressed a desire to maintain and - L.
posslbly inerease funding under this program through necessary )
modifications, realizing that the program serves as one’

important source of funds for srudents in meeting college

GOSts. ) : .
T B N

A program which_ neither falls under the category of a non-
repayable or a avable 1ss}5tancc program is the campus ]
student empl eﬁ%forocram. The Committee recognized that A
on and off-campus stueent employment oppoRtunities enable
.students to earn money to meet the contribution expected

from them. During 1973-74, approximately 22,294 under-

graduate students, or 15 percent of the undergraduate full-
time-equivalent enrollment, were engaged in on-campus

employment in public un1ve1s1t1es. During this same period,
approximately 6.2 percent of the full-time students in

community colleges, and 12.7 percent of the full-time under-
graduate students in private .institutions were employed on
campus. For the-1973-74 academic year, approximately

$37.2 million was allocated for ‘on-campus employment of ‘
-undergraduate students in all sectors of higher education as - -
reported in the Fineancial Aids Study. o :

¥

The federal and state-supported student assistance programs
descrlbeo above combined w1th students' summer earnings, - .
savings and parental contributions account for virtually all- /
of the sources available to students in meeting collegedcOsts.

‘A major factor to be studied in how students financé college

costs is the adequacy of these sources of funds for meeting -
college costs and whether any changes in ‘the financing of

college costs warrant alterations in financial aid policies.
Unfortunately, only limited information regarding student

financ1ng of college costs is avallablé for analy31s.

The Illinois Stat% Scholarshlp Commlsslcn conf&cts a study
of mongtary award winners every three years. The study, -
although limited to ohe’ segment of the student population, :

is both comprchensive and provides a sound basis for rec- S
ommended changés in the ISSC needs analysis formula.

Another study was conducted b t?g Illinois Economic and

‘Fisral Commlsslon staff in 373. This survey was limited

12 The most reccnt study was conducted durlng 1973 74. Pre-
liminary findings are contdined in thls document. However, -
the complecte study will be available in June,,1975: "

&

13 student Financial Aid in- I1linois: A Program Evaluation, - .

\1111n01s Lconomlc and Fiscal Comm1 slon, July, l97¢.. S~
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to students in publlc universities anz‘the ampling consisted
of approv1matc1y flVG percent of the deht\ headcount enroll-

ment.

The ISSC study reveals that an increasing nfimber of students

- .would not be in college full-time without, JSSC Monetary

.Awards. For instance, the number of studemts reporting that
they would not be in college full-time wifhout a monetary
award increcased from 20.3 percent in 196 -68 to 54.3 percent
in 1973-74. No significant difference the response of
students enrolled in either public or prlvate institutions
'was epparxent. :

A review of past survey results show that‘marked changes are
occurring in yhe packaging of resources available to Monetary
Award. Winners in meeting college costs. Packaging of re-
sources was broken down into three categories: Cift Aid,

. Self-lelp, and Parental Contributions. Gift Aid consisted of.

ISSC awards and Other”/Aid from federal and state-supported .
programs; Self-Help consisted of loans, school-year earnings,
and Summer earnings;-and Parental Contributions consisted of
the amount of money students received from their parents for
the payment of cdllege costs. The most s:gnlflcant difference
from stydent responses received in 1967-68 and-1973-74 is the
decline in the;percentage of parental contributions which )
students .receive. Based on survey results of students enrolled
in both-public angd prlvate institutions, the parental con-
tribution’ decreased from 16.9 percent in 1967 68 to 11.9
-percent of college COotS in 1973-74. < X

The decline in the parental contr1but10n~has been offset by
increases prlmarlly in the self-help category. Self- help
fincreased from 43.9 percent in 1967-68 to 48,5 percent in
1973-74.« The greatest increase in this category occurred in
school~ -year earnings, from 7.7 percent in 1967-68 to 18.6
percent in 1973-74. This lncrease was partially offset by a
decline of 3 percent in bSth loans and summer earnings. An
increase of approximately 3.0 percent durlng this perlod in
gift*aid other than ISSC awards reflects, in pdrt, the. in-
creases in federal resources available to students.

A furthef/breakdown of student responses by sector shows that .
more rapid changes in the packaging of resources available to.
students in meetlng college costs are occurring in the.public

- sector than in- the private sector. -In the public sector, the

greatest incrocase was encountered in the gift aid category,.
from 22.9 perccnt to 34.6 percent ‘during ‘the périod 1967-68
to 1973-74. Both of the subcatcgories of 1ISSC Awards and

Other Cift Aid showed substantial 1ncreakcs;dur ng this pe-~
riod of 7.9 percent and 3.8 percent, respegtively. These

tremendous increcases werc balanced by-a décline of 5.0 per-
cent -in the self-help categony‘and a decllne of 6 7 perdent

. .
- - .
t
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in parental’ contributions. Although the percentagc of re-=
sources- aviiilable to students in the self-help category de-
clined by 5.0 percent, within this category school-year )
éarnings increased by 11.9 percent. However, summer earn-— .

" ings declined 11.0 percent and loans declined 5.9 percent,
for a net loss of 5.0 pércent ‘in thlS category.

Changes in the packaging of resources available to students
in meeting college costs are occurring in the private sector
at a rate much diminished from that in the public sector.
The most significant changes were an increase of 4.7 percent
in* the gift aid category and a declinc of 3.7 percent in
parental contributions- from 1967- 68 to 1973+~74. Even tho
a decrease of only 0.8 percent in the self-help categoxyl
occurred durlng this period, the increases and decreases in .
resources available to students were similar to those .
experienced in the public sector. For. indvanee, whlle_,
school-year earnings increased by 9.8 percentl,loaQS/énd
summer earnings declined 5.2 percent and 5.3 ‘pereént, '

- . respectively. - -

P vely . | ///// -7 .
Perhaps the most disturbing and leas nderstood survey
result .is that in all sectors the parental contribution toward
their son or daughter's education has declined as a percentage
of college costs from 1967-68 to 1973-74. Not only has the )
percentage of the parental contribution toward college costs
declined during this peried, but the actual dollars which
"parents contribute has declined from a yearly average of
$268 to $186 in the p#blic sector and a yearly averagé of
$§331 to $318 in the private sector. 1In light of the salary
.and wage increases which have taken place durlng this periog,
it is difficult to explalﬁ “Why parents of monetary award

winners have chosen to c0ntrlnute less toward their son or ,
daughter's education. <

s A

Many of the same conclusions drawn from the ISSC study are
contained@”in ‘the survey results of the Illinois Economic
Fiscal Commission (IEFC)-study of student financial aid’
Illinois. The major difference between the two ‘studie
in the fact that the .IEFC study was a random samplin
percent of all students- in public universities wh11
ISSC study was.limited to monetary award w1nners
and pr1Vate institutions, 4

in the IEFC -
ach source toward

rvey shows that T '
ch-source is™ asg

Much of the discussion of the data*collecte
survey cchters around the contribution of
the’ payment of ‘college costs. Thé IEFC
the average percent contribution from
foIlows:

4
- 4.

R . RN .
14 Student Finangial Aid in Illinoié: A Program Evaluation,
I1linois Economic’ and Fisca%WComm€§éion,Tp.;10. C,
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parental assistance: .. -, 23'% " e
State and federal NRA, - 16 - ‘ I
- Loans ~ . 7 -
! -+ ' School year earnings 23 RN

Summer earnings 31,
g

* 4

The ILFC suryvey results also contained some ihteresting ddta
régarding the rclative importance of . parenthl assistance or
‘ contributions toward college- costs. The survey shows that’
. parental assistance-declincs in importance as a funding -
source as the student's grade level increages, being ‘largely
. Y . '
S by earnings from school-year. employment. In addition,
Egz/r a —importance of parental assistance among the five
sodrces” inicreases wi ily income accounting for 8 percent
of the college resources of dents in the $0-5,000 parental
" income~range and 36 percent ¥ the resources of students whose
family incomes are over $20/000. ..Tables 15 and 16 display
these results. . . R

f

_ The survey resilts prese d in Table-17 raise some question
about the impact of no repayable assistance (NRA) as it
relates to parental -ipfome, For students with. parents in the
¥$5,000~-20,000 income/ranges, parental assistance as a.percent
of current income appears t¢ remain fairly constant at a
level just under percént:. Parents in the highest.income
i - group,,over $20,000 .are providing the highest amount of -
( -~ * '‘assistance. * Hgwcver, as.a percent of income, the effort’

‘being mai:p?y these parents appears to B& below average. On

- Y

the other

. income grdup are receiving more NRA, the parents of these

-

vidir

‘ sistance. . ..
ass e ; . . o

- P

ormation on how students enrolled in' the professional .
rograms of medicine, ‘dentistry, and vq;g;ind%y/méafg?ne"
/////finance,college costs is limited primarily to national data.

The source of funds used to meet thé costs borne by the

.
13

- _student.zin’ 1970-71 was about $5,500; the comparable figure for

-

y a‘ dental stydeht was about $6,900. ‘ - )

‘ "l Im 1972-73 there was approximately $150,000, $60,000 and
" $40,000 -available in Federal stholarship monies for medical, _
. dental, and vete;inary‘médicine\studcnts, respectively, at the

P _* financial sieed.: -There has been virtually no growth in the
' -+ .. amount of squyfnnﬁé over a three-year period. Federal:loan

-

. », $200,000 4nd [$60,000 in" 1972-73 for hedigine,_dentistry,.and
( P , Vveterinary m dicing, respectively, at the University.of -~

R - . AY N oo . / - . .

. - . ‘ / B > »
«]’5\“ ' ' b S R . '
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nd, despite the fact that students in the lowest -

students appear to be making an above average effort in pro~- -

ey "

' . funds, plus jnivSréity'ma;¢hing funds, totaled about $4490,000,-

3

) student .are showg in Table 18. Roughly one-fifth of .the - ~7354j’f1/ 1
y, gtudehts',edgcatlonal expenses are generated from }oan sources. - -
. Nationally, the ‘average indebtedness of a graduating medical ’

. University of Illinois. These funds “are .awarded on the basis of




TABLE 15 . - : ‘ :

. Percent of Contrihutisﬂéﬁrom.Each Source By Grade Level |
. ) . ) -

s J " 5
Studéntsh _ School o
Grade | . Parcntal Year Summer e
Level Assistance. Earnings Earnings NRA Loans

Froshman 34% 133 30% 17% 5% ;
Sophomore 27 19 30 a7+ 8 5
Junior - 18 ° - 27 - 33 16 6
Senior 18 - <28 o 31 16 - 7 - x4

Average 23% 23% 31% lﬁﬁr‘ 7%

’ , TABLE 16 - -
Percent -Contribution of Each SourceﬂBy Parental Incame o e
- _ Schdol oo o LA

Parents™ Parental Year Summer, . /

Annual Income ~ Assistance, Earnings Earnings NRA Loans ‘
. - ' s ) v ' ’
Under $5,000 . 8% ks 27% 25% 10% -
$5,000~9,999 13 24 30 . 247+ 10
$10,000-14,999 24 22 33 . .16 6 -
$15,000-20,000 31 ” 22 R 3 SRR b 6 g
Over $20,000 36 19 33 9 3 ‘
.\ Average . .23% " 23% 318 - . 16% _7% : ’
——\-—7--——-—- « ’ D — . —— 'n S— T ——— e e
: o ,

4
.

- Source:

4Illinoié £con
Public -Univer

omic and

..

:Fiscal Commission Survey of
sity Studlents,*1973: *
> !
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7 <TABLE 17° .
. . Estimates of Parental Effort

i
a

Estimated An

e e e S e 2oy

$10,000-

in Providing ‘Assistahce to Students

»

. .
nual Parental Income

$16,000-"  Over

0

\

"Estimated pa-

Undcr  $5,000- i
$5,000 9,999 ' A4,999
Estimated pa-- -~ ce
rental assis-=. -~ K X
tance.—- = ,$252 - $342 . $600

.
Assuncd aver-
age parental.
<ncome

* $2,500 $7,500

rental effort 10.0% 4,

. 2 -
;
. o, ), - .

Public-Univérsity Students, 1973.

s e ~ ) ! -
Sovrces Illinois Ecqﬁgmic and Fiscal Commiss

20,000 - $20,00

$810 $954
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‘) . &t ‘, - .-‘
: SOURCE OR STUDINEST  TNCOME,
‘ PR IN PUBLIC SCIOOLS: -~ .
cee T SCHOOL YEAR 1970-71 ‘ L
e . . ) ,
i . 2 : . Veterinary
L . Medicine Dentistry Medicine
Student's earnings , . / ‘ e | ¢
' and_ savings , L /20 20 y 26
Spouse contribution - 33 39
Yarent's c0nti‘ibution 15 14 . .
- . &
> Scholarship anél grants 12 8
i ' ©
Loans” 20 - 18
- ) ' . i )
source: "How lealth Professions Studehts Finance
Educaticn," DHEW Publication No, (HRA) 74-13,
October, 197%. K
: . a }

-
AruiToxt provided by ERIC
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llinois. Approximately, 20‘pq;cent'ofﬁﬁhe\gnrol}eés were
fided by these -loans and scholarships, reflectinag the national
figures quite closely. In additien to the. Federal finand¢ial
aid programs,.there is a limited amount of aid monieg available,
fxom private sources. =« s ' : L

v

K ' NS . X
In summary, the relative importance of the, source of funds
available for meetiny callege costs appears to be changind.
4The most noticeable-change shows a decline in -the amount of °
_ parental ‘assistance provided,to students Being offset by
increasés in the student's school year earnings and gift aid’
from primarily federal sources. * These charnges impacted
several of the Cpmmittec's recommendatior ‘rega:diﬁg student *
.aid policies. Yoo ) - e

L

s,
In view of survey results which show ISSS wards- being used
" to offset, ¥n part, decliring parental contribtitions., the
Committce was cognizant of the necessity to continue  financial
aid programs which are needs-based.  Therefore, the Committee
recommended: - T ,

1

. "That financial necd should be the controlling
element in the. distribution of state~appropriated
funds for student aid to undergraduate students
in all sectors of Illinois higher eGucation. To
this end, it is reconnhepded that-?@e non-needs ) .
based General Agsenbly Scholarshiffs-be .eliminated, =~ .

A

™

B
.

[}

- The Iilincis Statc Sgholarship Cofmig¢sion has in- .|
curred . the major respomsibility fox the distribution
of student aid based -on need. - It.is recommended that
future incteases,inoneeds—ﬁased financial aid
Programs. funded by the State:be adminigtered by the
. I1Nnois State Scholarship Commission. It is further
~recommended that tHe Illipois State Scholaxship
Commission expand eligibility @f applicants®¥orlisscC
.‘grants- by ‘decreasing the levellof expected family
ontribution by income range."| ' -

S N A S A
Qlearly, tﬁEFgoal of "avallabxlltyqu‘educatlonal-od%o:;unlty
gwithout regard tR ¥inancial gtatus" cannot be met without = .
~Ftrong grant proghams id -lower income @gtudents’ in the pay-

D S
soo- vy any

[N

o

°

ﬁ;;“a ellege &Qst Cons _'at{oh mudt also.be-given to

alterx he axpec ted family eqnt tien Bchedule when-
everheconomiztsahdTreng nec itate 1] justiient in qrder . -
_to marmtain ﬁhe'avaf}gsi\“ tunity to

LT
|
>

Qf edmugational ’
-:M récomlnen\%tion that, -
the ISSC consider expandiny the eligibidity.of applicants =" " - -
for 1SSC grants by decrcasipg thé, levVe]l ofsgxpected family
- cohtribution by inedwg rangd\ is especdially .reélevant to
lower income familias appdar togve makipg an above .
’ é'i"?ons or daughters in

all Illinois citizens.
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the payment. of college costs. . ’ ' , C
The. ISSC ttudy also’shows ati increase in. other gift a1d
primarily from federal fund§,<as a source _of funds avallable
for mecting college costs. This increase’in part is due to
the passage of the Qducational Amendiments of 1972. ‘The

«Committec considered the rolc of the ‘federal govérnment
cruceel in providing Yunds for needy students in the paymefft
of teilcge costs and ‘felt that federal sources of- stildent
aid =zhculd be continuzd and expanded to meet student costs
other than tuition in fees. The Study Committce on Tuition.
and Other Student Cthq recormend ‘

- g

,‘5 . :,‘"That,the Board of Higher Cducation urge the General
- C Assembly and Gevernor tQ v1gorots’y support expansion -
% . - ~of thie feacrally funded |Basic Educatlonal Opportunity -
’ Grant and Co1lege Work-Study programs. , e

These two programs were selécted for special emphasis b3cause
it was felt that thxse programs "hold the promise of providing
. ~students with the gfﬁﬁoeCt.awoant of assistance in the -future. -
A The Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program (BEOG) .promotes
both student access and choice among institutions. The College
Work-§tudy Program (CWS), on the othér hand, provides employ-
ment funds for lover. income students in order to help them meet
" the ewpected student con*rlbutronrof approx;mately -one-~fourth
( an _ of, colleﬂe costs. . S " T : \/
t ke
E Camlttee strongly urged the Board to -seek the c00perat;on
‘of the General Assembly and Governor in supporting’ theﬂexpan—f
sion of these two programs. Thz above recommendation - -was
" endorsed by :the Committée because it was convinced that the .
federal goverrment should’ assugi .the major responsibility for
prov1d1ng funds to needy students for- the payment of college
costs. AlIthough the Committee bellége&/that the State's
" practice of awarding tuition and feq;palvers-to needy studentg/
‘should- be contlnued, .it felt-that the 1mmed1ate and long-
- range return which the federal government receives on .its
" Investment in studenis needing assistance via the income tax
. ,structure far exceeds the return which -tha State. could
recelve. For stance, the mean 'income of a male college
. gradunate excepd atof a high school graduate by approx-
R imately $5,362 per year. and.the federal income tax which the-:
! governmgnt reoelves from a .college graduate excreds that of -
.a high school grauuate by apprcx;mately s1, 185 per year. v
Through the—incomeé “tax structore; ‘the federal government
ylll receive a full- return on its 1nvestmpnt in a551st1ng .
needy students.in. a relatively short period of time due to ~- — -
the incYeased eayning power of _college’ graduates - 'Tﬁére- o

LS

[y

£

...~ -fore, the Gommittce strongly recommended cxpapsion of the ., =~
R Basic. Ldugational Opp01tun1ty Grant and Collega Work-Study -
. . program. . =l RRN S
et N N S .
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. :
Results of both the 'ISSC and IEFC surveys indicate that the co
( 1SSC Monctary Award Program is providing students ‘access to .
higher éducation in increasing numbers.. -Although the
Committce comwended the Illinois State Scholarship Commission,
for-its efforts in distributind aid to financially needy
students, it also sought means .of maximizing the opportunities
+offered by IS5SC in order to serve a larger number of current
) and potentlal studentg. ‘hercfore, several recommandations
and suggestions were offered as means of increasing access to
highecr cducaticn. The first *c"omrondatlon of the Study Com-
_mlttce on Tuiticin-and - Other Student Costs was:

.«',( L]

¥nThat®the Illinois -$tate Scholarship Commission
eliminate ils practX¥ce of distributing partial
¢ awards fof tuition and fees in blocks of $150,
Jbut rathgr distribute partial awards in an
amount #Gual to the total amount of need shown
accordilpng to the stgngardlzed needs analysis
formula.

. Current ISSC practice is such that if a student does not
“ - qualify for a mainem award, full tuition and mandatory fecs
. © up to a maximum of $1,350, nis or her award is rounded down
- . to the. nearest nﬁl*iple of $150. For instance, if a student
is eli¢ible for $448, he or. she would rece;ve an award of’
’ * $300. If a stated purpose - of the ISSC is to "equalize ed-
‘ \ ucational opportunity by removing financial barriers to
a colleoe)" the Committed strongly felt that a student meet- - \\\,*
/
|

;:élng the rinimum reguirements of ISSC should, be able to -
- “receive a. partiial award eqLallng the total amount cf need

P

calculated using thé needs” analysis formula.
The Committee was alsd concerned that an increasing number

ef JSSC Manetary Award winners -are not acceutlng their awards.

. For examole¢ during 1973-74, 90, 224 awards were announced, but ~
. odly 72,246 avia¥as, or 80 p°rccnt, were claimed by enrolled
stﬁdents. Annual surveys -¢ould provide information on the
.adequacy of student a351stance p:ograms.lngprov;dlng ‘access
to ‘higher educatlon, as well as ¥nformation on why approd¥e ~
imately 20 percent, of the monetary award winnefs. are not
accepting. their awards.” Therefore, the Study Commlttee on

3

Tultlon and Other Student Costs.recomMEnded e 2"
s e ’ . ~ . »
"That 'the Illinois State SchoTarshggbGo §sion con- »
.- . duct a yearly. survey of noracceptors o) ..onetary i i

- . .awards—in an effert to evaluate the progran .and its .
SUCCCQv,ln the 1ulf111ment of stated objectives. .-
L » o~ . 7 .
B School’ year @arnings, as evidenced in the ISSC Study, are -.
. _ . becomirg an {increasingly imporfant source of. funds. for needy sJ"'
2" students ~fn éhe-paymcnt of college costs. Their importance’ * \\

( -~ can pdxxlally be attrlbutcd .to the necd to offset the dccl;ne‘ S,




., student afd ‘re'scurces presently available, and to -

s

" in parental assistance. Although the student cuwployment

.officers in public universities have proposed incrcasing on-
campus creployment funds by approximately $6.0 million, the
proposal presented little justification for this request.

The proyram, as outlined, was geared toward middle and.upper
incomc studente who do not reccive other financial assistance.
Concern was expressed as to whether students who exhibit .
financial need would be scrved under such a program and
whether the proposcd program would duplicate. present student
employinent prograns. .

-

Efforts are presently underway in Congress. to increase College
‘Work-Scudy funding substantially and to make provisions for
the use of State Student Incentive Grant fuhds.for matching
state cfforts in ceveloping student work programns, It would
~be unwicce practice to further increase student employneﬂt
" funding from state sources when the likelihood exists that
federal funds for student cmplovmert will be increased.
Therefore, the Stuay Comllttce on’ iultaon and Other Student-
Costs rccommended: )
"That student employment program" be consldered as
an important source of funds® for;students in meeting -
college costs and,.their continuatidn should be
encouraged.  lioweves, any expansion of student
. employment programs requ1r1ng additional fundlng .
should be incorpcrated-and justified in an in-
,stitution‘s.annual budget submission.” .

RS
-

3

Although the ISSC‘and IEFC su*veyfvwerc helpful in determining -
howv students meet coIlcge costs, the Committee was concerned
about the lack of irforwmation available from individual
financial aid*offices toncerning the number of students re-
questing and rec91v1ng aid> and the economic prefile of
students being served. The Committee realized that in order
to rectify this situation the coopgration of the Board of
Higher ‘Fducation and dndividual ingtitutions and their
* governing boards must be 'solicitedy Therefore, the Committee
Qél among its hlgbnst p“@orltles “the follow1ng recommandation:
"That thﬁ 1111n01§“43§%1tut10ns of’ hlgher education, ]
their goVernlng b@ards, and the Board of Higher - -
Education, give higher fundlngrprlorlty to the .
"~ operation of scudgnt finangi&l' aid,. counseling and
employnent OfflCO% in an effort to increase their
sexvices to Jtudents in- need of financial assist-~
anc€, to incrédse their share’ of federal and ‘state

"hopor their commltment to access~to higher ed- -

N ucatlon. P . . . . Y ) . '.. ..\"" s
) - \‘. -. ‘ © * R t‘ 2 ’ -'\
. #c this end,” the Board of Higher Education should o
. a2 , ‘j ; :* . s . . N <
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recommend a one time $25,000 allocation for the
implementation at~-gll public universities of the
computer-assisted financial aid mapagement - - .
" system developed at 1tlinois Stdte University."®
"The benecfits of such a system are numerous. Foremost, more
students could be.served if financial aid offices used
computer- assisted financial aid management systems., Presently,
the appligation which- students are required to submit is pro-~
cessed manually as i% the task of packaging of financial aiqd,
Under a computer-assisted system, these tasks cduld be handled
by the computer, thus freeing staff time for meeting with
1nd1v1dua1 students end helping them solve any problems they
are having:in seeking assistance.. As problems @re solved,,
more and more students could be served by the financial aid
office. By frecing staff from the manual activities which
they are presently required to perform, the important role

of counscling could be perforned more adequately. . The Com- .

mittee recognized the large need for financial aid counseling
of individual students with special problems and those seek-
ing placement in on-campus and off-campus jobs. ’

Anothcor benefii of a computer—assisted financial aid. manage-
ment system is that through the documentation of empirical-
data,  institutions should be able to receive additional

federal funds for student aid. The application whigh. inz
stitutions must file for reguesting funding under the
‘Supplemental Educational’ Opportunity Grant, College Work-

Study, argd National Direct Student Loan programs require
verification of thc financial need of the student body. & - . -
‘computer-assisted system can easily documgnt student need NN
through integrating the files of students presently receiving' - -~
_aid. Illinois State Univeristy, through the uSe of their N

. finangial aid system, has _consistently been.able to increase
their share of.federal. funding for.student aid programs, while,
most other institutions have chown a decline .in -the leveél of
federal, fundlng for stadent programs. The net result: of -

- a decline in federal Funding fo} student ‘aid is ‘thadt fewer
students will be able to receive assistance.’ Another benefit
of the 1mplehentatlon of & éomputer-assisted~financial aid
management system would be-that ‘the Board -of Higher Ed-
ucation would havé emplrlcal data avallable in rEVlew1nq the .
need for’ addltlonal f1napc1al ald P

»,

ign

.+as. a, framework in whloh ‘to plan for the future as dqllar re- -
sourceg ‘available are.matchcd Against the needs of tudents

© and 1nst1tutloms of higher education. 'As federal a 4 state
financial*aid programs are altcred ' Board pollcy regardlnq .
~ tuition-and financial aid must_be contlnually reassesséd ‘to

: determlné the potentlal 1mpact on studénts who need flnanclal

~

YA s N . ‘ [ MR 1

The recommendatlons contalned in thlS document. are set forth - . 7|
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assistance iﬁ-atféndinégpostsec ndary institutions, Thus,
( -careful planning, monktoring of Program changes,  and the

ability to adapt to chenging-conditions must prevail if .the
students of-1llinocis aré to be afforad

ed postsecondary ed-
ucational opportunities, ’ . ’

’

_FRIC " .-

.
4 A o




- _ APPENDIX "‘B - : | , . .

- 4 ooy

Undergraduate Instructional Cost

. v ) . ‘
The eyact accountlng procedures used in the Unit Cost Study are de-
‘ scribed ‘in detail in the Cost Study Manual as published by the Board
of ngher Education in October, 19pl.. T The principal object of the
s*udy is to produée comparableé credit hour costg by disciplinary-cat-
egories’ and level . For.purposes of the Study éommittee on.Tuition
and Other Student Costs it should be sufficient to note that the ,basic
allocation principle is faculty time In a much simplificd example,
if a profcssor were to spend one- thlrd of his time tearhlng under-
"graduate courses.and two-thirds on graduate courses, hi$ salary would
be allocated one-third to the cost of undergraduate, "two-thirds to
the cost of graduate instruction.- Starting from the cost base built
up by allocating salaries of departmental faculty, departmental,
.cdllege and university overheads are added in proportion to the size
of each cost base element at each progressive step.

~

The procedurc: guarantees that the* elatlye-cost of each discipline -
and level will reflect the direct salary cost, of+instructional faculty
and that all current cgsts, except those specifically excluded, will
be, accounted for. The 1tems of penditure excluded are the follow1ng'

<

e

4 . . - , —-

1. Retirement and group i surance.
2. Student aids (awards, gwxants and fellOthlpaJ
3. 'Student loahs. = g - .
4. Non-state funds, PP AN .
-5, State funds from othgr State.agencies. - . N oo
. 6. Refunds. ‘ . _* :
< 7. All-Capital axpenditures, .including IBA reptals. . L
. 8.. Payment for staff a t1v1t1es not lncluded in basic’ regular P
' appoln ment., | . @ : !
., .
Tablc D is & reproductapn f the summary, form of the cost study. ) -y

To 'arrive at one-third of. ndergraduate instructienal cost using the
datat for example éor :Chi ago State (CSU) would 1nvolve the folIOW1ng-1
. da. (Lower Dlvlslon Credlt "Hour €Cost: X, Lower D1v131on Credat HoUrs)
] ~+ (Upper Divisi n Creédit Hour' Cost. x/upper Division Credit -
/ " Hours) + (Lowe Division Credit Hours + .Upper pivigion Credit - -
. Hours). = Weig d Undergraduate Credit Hour Cost. ($52.04 X
49,444) '+ $61/90,x°77,908) + {49,444 x 77, 908) = $58.07).. ;//J
b.. XWelqhtéd U.G. Credlt Hour Cost .x 30 Credzt 'Hours) + 3 = 1/3 T
Y undergraduat 1n$tructaonal cost or using the numbers from
. Table 1-A:, ($38.#7 x 30) -+ 3-= $580 70.) ' o
. . . e
The categorles of cokt "dlreqt ins tructlon, "indirect instruction}f .
"depaftmcntal.ovcrh.aa;%;"colIege " "campus," and "university" over- ‘N
heads, . "liBraries" peratlonal -and malntenance»plant" have no -
cxact equlvalents in the RAMP [Bystém ‘now in use. However, the sum ‘of o
these is -equivalént, ‘within- less than 1%, to the sum of “1n§tru¢t10nal -
.act1v1t1es, ‘"aéagcm1c suppbxt'" elnstltutlonal [ ’ -
operatlons and 1ntcnance.":' . - ’

.7
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APPENDIX @, - - -

) '_Compa;json of ]
Tuition and Fipancial rid Policies
in. Major Industrialized and Surrounding States

~
.

- ¢

At the request of the.Chairman and various Comfiittec members, a sur-
vey was conducted to determine how the Btate of Illinois compares to
other major industriplized and sutrounding states in' regard to tuition

_and financial aid policies..

In particular,' problems encountered in

implementing a tri-level tuition policy in the States of New York,

Wisconsin, and Michigean are highlighted.

The results of this survey

are as follows:

NLCW YORK . ] .

Tvition Policy: The hoard.of Trustees of the State University of New

York adopted a tri-level tuition policy whereby students ,at the lower
diyision'(freshman—sbphomore), upper division (junior-senioft), and- "’
gtaduate (Grad I) levels would pay approximately 50 percenit of the
instructional and library costs. ; A fourth level of tuition was also-
adopted for Grad II and professional level students which reflects the.
‘higher cost of these programz, byt is not in dirgct proportion to any
percentage of" instructional and library Costs. . Tuition rates cuxrently
in existencc are as follows: . .

o

Lower division:

- J ’

$. 650 »
Upper dfvision +$ 800 , - ' '
Graduate ™ | $1,200 ‘- . '
vprofessional . .81,600 . T . . . ‘ Y

In adopting a tri-level tuitiom policy, the .SUNY Board of Trustees

«set -forth-a -series of_principleS'stating that the nationS’commitmént \

* “to-universal free education is expanding from. 12 to 14 years of formal ™

.}ea:ning;gnd”the more advanced,the level of education the greater .should
be.-the student share of the cost.- These principles servéd as the-under- .

‘\lyinglrationale for the adoption of a,tri~level~tuitionupolicy€'hoWQVer,
closer "inspection reveals ¢hé major impetus for the substagﬁigl tuition- -
increase and change in policy.was the uﬁgen%'qeed for -additional e
revepue: . . ' R R R R R

-t L Lo

o

' SUNY officials reported many problems in the't;ansition‘to a tri-level |
“4dition policy., The,tmajor problem appears.to be in-the updating of
' " “student records. to reflect iheir devel of instruction’ and appropriate.
_tuition charges. . In. order to-accomodate part-time student "and those
V “‘enrolled in seminars during .the summgr session, it was necessary to .

. ! charge students bascd on -the cburse level sirce registration would be
-~ @ifficult if verification was required. of -the.class ‘standing of each
X “part-time  student.’ problems were also ericoyntercd ‘in the distribution.
.- . -.of fihancial aid duc t6 the coordination needed betheﬁfthe finanibglé\-

¢ * *

e
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aid office and roglstrar in determining the student's level for
computation of financial need based on the approprlate studpnt budgct

'

Student Aid: The State of New York offers twqg major financial aid
projramsg, - the Regents Scholarships and the Tuition” Assistance Program.
Regent$ Scholarships are available tor only full-time undelgraduates
who exhibit academic potcntlal/ablllty and peed and enroll in public,
private or for- -profit schools. The awards are limited to the pay-
ment of Luition, and fees ewcept in thec casec of freshmen award winners -
who are given ‘a flat grant of $250 without regard t6 tuition and fee .
charges. The Tuition Assistance Program is open to both full-time .
undergraduate and graduate students who demonstrate f1nanc1§l need.

The awards aie limited to tuitiobn only up to a maximum-of $1,500 for
freshmen and $600 -for upper classmen. The awards may be used at a
public, private,. or for-profit school. The State of New York-provides
one-third of all state needs based awards and gpproximately one- fourth .

-of all dollars for state needs based awards. The awerds are dis-~

tributed as follows: ) , : ’

5

-graduate students would pay 2Q percent of Grad I 1nstruct10nal costs.
‘A’fourth’ level of LUltlon applies for medical studehts whereby the:

. . # of . ""Average
i - . Winners S Afvarad
Regents Scholarships 59,800 "§$ 23,750,000 - p403 g
Tuition, Assistance Program . 210 QQQ $ 84,700,000 "$403
TOTAL . L 269,000 $108,450,000
WISCONSIN - ~. - ’

- ”

o

" Pudetion Poligy- The Board of Regénts of the Univer$ity of Wisconsin
- adopted a’tfi-level tuition policy two years ago whereby students,at

the lower, division and upper division levels would pay 25, percent of
lower division and upp@r division instructional: costs respectlvely and

'

charge .is calculated.at 190 percent of the graduate fee ‘charged:. .The
tuition charges currently in effpct at the University of wlscon51n~~
Madlqon are as follows _ . . . o >

t
-~ ! 4

. Lower divisian ',.§- 485 L . . S e
. - Upper division ., §. 540 -, o -
. Graduate : $ 635 ’ . T j
Medical™ & “~$l 213 . o j

The tri-level tuition. pol;cy was ¢ ‘mandated; byithe Governor and Leglslature.
without the approval of the, Boald of Regents. rUnlver51ty of Wisconsin
officials are dlSS&tlele with the tri-leyvel. tuition policy and.have"
recommended to the Board of Regents that the System return to a bi-7
level (undergraduate-graduate) tuition policgy. Reasons for dissat- ‘
isfaction include problemssrelated to the updatlng of student reCords,

) s W
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__ cover thc payment .f tfotal student cost up to a maximum of $800.

/" need. . THe- awirds gover the payment cf total student tost' up to a

-
a
3
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revenue generated by a differential undergtaduate fee. is- not very -

_substantial,. and current student financiﬁl aid polic¢ies provide a
majority of the awards to lower divisen students during a‘period’
when tuition at the uppor division level has increasced substantially
and iniPpascd,aid is not available to uppcr divison students.

‘e

. ' . .- ‘ Lo
The recommendation to rcturn to a bi-lével tuition policy would provide
for undergraduate tuition charges based on 25 percent of the combingd
undergraduate instructional cost and griduate tuition. ¢charges Based
on 120 percent of the undergraduate, fee.. =
Student Aid:: The State of Wisconsin offers five major financial aid
programs; the Tuition Crant Program, Talent Incentive Program, .lonor
Scholarships, Higher Education Grants, and the Indian Student Assis-
tance Program. The Tuition- Grant Program is open to’full-time undex-
" graduates at private institutiofis, who exhibit finencial need. Awards
arc: limited to the paymcnt of tuition and.fees up to a maximum of .« =
, $1,000. ‘The Talcent Incentive Program is open *to full and .part-tine
undergraduates at publlc.and'private"institutiqns} who exhibit financizl
~need. The awards cover the payment.of total student cost Q?‘to a .
maximum -of $1,000. .Honor Scholarchins are avajlable to full-time
undergracuatds at pub ic' four-yeax-and, private institutibns, who
exhibit academic potential/ability and financial need. The awards

e ™

 ligher Educdation Lrants are available to- full and part-time un&er-

gradugves at public two ‘and fougx-years schools, who exhibit financial

maxinun of $1,500.. The'Indian. Gtudent Assistance Program is open to
American Ihdians enrolled fuil or part-tiac in undergraduate or grad-
nate programs at public or private institutions, who exhibit financial
need., The awards cover the payment of total student cost up to a_

maximum of'$1,500. Altkough-the State of Wisconsin offers a nufiber © * -

" of different types ‘of awardg, the total number- represents less than - 4
3 percent of. all statc needs based awards. The awards are distributed

7

. as follows: » o . e T L - a
. . - N Y of ’ ) - Average )

RS L e - s Winners : $ . *Awvard
Tuition Grants . : 7,200 ‘$ 5,900,000 $819
malent Incentive Grants . . ' 1,865 - $-1,492,100 $800

. Honoxr Secholarships ' 870 *$ . 559,000 $643°
lligher Education Grants 12,000 . $:4,767,400 - $397
Indian Student Assistance + 1,200 $ .950,000° 8792

" TOTAL ) . B 23,135 $13,668,800 " o
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MICHIGAN

Y

. Tuition Policy: The Univeisity of, Michigan has no formalized tuition
policy. Factors which prompt, a’ tuition increase include insufficient
state funding, comparision with peer institutions, and the need to.
maintain program quality. The most recent tuition increase resulted
in tri-level tuition chargcs to*more closely rclate edusmational and
‘general costs to tuition. The University of Michigan also charges.
.differential tuition charges among four professional level programs
.of medicine, dentistry, public -health, and law. ‘Tuition rates cur-
rently in' existence are as follows: ‘

. Lower .division $ 800
.Upper division - $ 904
-7 Graduate $1,096
Medicine , $1,600
Dentistry . $1,%600
Public Health $§1,560
CLaw - $1,240

= ' kN - i .
University of Michigan officials report no major problem relateh,to
the implementatidbn of-a tri-level tuyition p@icy. a

v -

Student Aid: The,State of Michigan cffers. two major financial aid.
programs: ~Gompctitive Scholarships 'and the Tuitioen Grart. Program.
Competitive- Scholarglios arc available to full-time undergraduate
students at publi¢-or private institutions, who exhibit academic -
potential/tbility and -fimancial need. Awards are limited to, the pay-
ment -of tuition and fees .up to a maximum of $1,200.. The Tuition ,
Grant Program is open to full-time bndérgraduate and graduate students*
at privateée institutions, who exhibit financial need. “Awards are limited
to-the payment of tuition .and fees up to a maximum of $1,200. The
State of Michigan accounts for.appyroximately 2.8 percent of all state- .
supported needs based awards. . The awards are distributed as £61l@m§: ‘

N - ki
i

} . # of s , . Average,
e Winners ° 'S - - . Award
Competitivg.Scholarships - 14,869 - . $10,667,928. -8 717
Tuition Grants ‘ \ cr 17,561 . $.7,900,000 . '$1,045
TQTAL -~ et 22,430 $18,567,928

Ie
»e




o ‘ INDIANA
Tuition Poligy: ThewuniGQféity'bf Indiana and other sYste&E have” no-
sol tuition policy. Rates are-established at the direction of each
" governing board with tittle intciference from the Legislature. )
_Tuition rates at various Indiana instifutions currently in cxistence,

L

' «

re as Jows: - : .

a ?91)0 SI@QL;} - g@i ‘ﬂ' - ., | . . .
, N .7 Undergradiate : -~ Graduate
Unrversity ol Indiana- , oo 722 744 ’
Indiana Stateg Uhiversity 720 o 576
Ball State .University ‘ 630 ‘ 678 .

strdent .Aid: The State of Indiana offers three major financial aid 1
programs: Scholarship Program, ‘Educatipnal Grants, and FPreedom of | i
Choice Granfis. 'he Scholarship Program is open to Full-time, under-
graduate student/s at public or private institutions, who exhiB¥it .
academic potentjal/ability and.financial necd. ‘Awards dre limited .
to.the payment /of tuition and ‘fecs up to a maximym of $1,400. "Ed- ’

a—

ucat Gragis are, available for fyll-time undérgraduates at public
Tivate ystitutions, who exhibit financial nded. Awards are.limited .
€0 tHe payfent of tuition and fees up to a maximupm of $1,400. -Freedom™ °
/ of Chofce Grantg, are available for full-time undergraduates at private
»iqgtitutions, who cxhibit financial need. The awards are limited

&0 the payment of tuition and fées up to full cost if need is shown.. a
“The State of Indiana eaccounts for approximately 1.9 percent of all

" state-supported heeds based awards. The awards arée distributed as’

‘follows: s \ : : .-

o . . ‘. . N
voa * ’
O

,
Average

e .. I3 Y . . # ’Q.f’ , "

R a ) . Winners ¢ ' . - Award .
Btatc Scholdrships ' 1,500 § 9,000,000, . ~$783 -
Educational Grants . v 1,982 $1,300,000 $656 = -
Frecdom of Ch@ice\Grants 1,796 " $ 1,500,000 © 8$835
TOYAL . : 15,276~ $11,800,000 : X

MISSOURI . I

Tuition Policy: . The Boarg of Curators of the University of Missouri
has no set tuition policvfper se. Discussion with.University officials
indicates that tuition charges are set at what officials believe the
straffic will bear without a resulting decline in enrollment. Tuition,
‘charges in the professional programs of medicine, dentigtry, veterinary -'
medicine, and pharmacy are set at a level of .$150 above the under- T
graduate-graduate fee. ~Tuition rates at the University of Missouri
- are ‘as follows: ¥ -~ R ‘ . . Lt




-

-

-

Page 6 B - ’ . ‘,
Uﬁ&éngraduatc“Graduatc - ' $540 .
Medlctno,ADontlstry, Vcterlnary s . ' .t

Medicine, and Pharmacy T T« ° 5690 e

~
Student. Aid: The State of Missouri participates .in one majox:financial’
-aid program, Student Grants. Studeht Grants arc available to full-
time undergraduate students in.public or private institutions, who L
exhibit financial need. Awards may cover total student gosts up tg

‘a maximbm of .$1,000 br oné-half of«total nced-shpwn. .The State of *

Missouri accounts for less';han 1 percent of al ate- supported :
" neceds bagcd*awards. "The -awards arc distributed follows:~  * i -

St gof” L e Average i
: - . Winners . $: . _Award
Student Grants c 7, 651 - $3,874,786 “* 8506 -
. IOWA. SR B
) Q

-~ ! '

3

. (‘j-

~

Tuntlon Pollcv The noard of chcnts of the Unlverglty of Iowa, Iowa
State levc;31ty and’ tlie Universiity of Northcrikzgza in reviewing

ﬁnd preparing- tuiticn proposals. for the . 1975-77 biefinium adcpted certain
policy guidelines to be followed in arriving at- the recommendations. °.

The guidelines stated that the rates’ we;s/fb be as low as possible to
' .maintain-accessibility, ‘the rates were £0 bg- incregsed once’ during the

bienniua and were to take into considgration inflation, competition N

! 1n the eleven-state arep, indices of growth in cdbst of instruction, %¢
gross national product, porsonal Jnuomek,etc. ThHe Board of. Regents
has recommended a 10-percent increase in tuition beglnnlng in Fall,

1975 for the Unlvorvxty of Iowa ahd Iowa Siate University. This.in-
crease will. result -in undelgrgd/gte students paying approximately 30 \
pexceht of ipstructiondd cost. The rate for the University of Nqrthexn
Jowa is recommendéd to be increastd by only 5 percent’ because of the
_school'ls dlfferonb m1ss;bn, its &nrollfient problems of the last two -
years, ratés in- comparable 1nst1tutxons, .and-program variety
Differential” undcrgraduate -and graduate tultlon chargee have'
cffect for some timg in Iowa 1ns£ytutlons. Tultlon increase .
graduateé students of the same  magpitude as for undergraduatg Student oo
10 and 5 percent rQSpectlbely, have--algo becn recommended g&n order to
makntaln &n .approximate $100 differential betwegn undergr dunate and
graduate. charges. In regard to' tuition charges in. the ofessional’
level: . programs of med1c1ne ‘dentistry, .and veterlnary mediciné, 't -7
BOard of Regentv has recommended that students in these prograqy'pay
apprO\lmately 28 percent of instructicnal. costs., In. rerzgzgg/the

Jrecommendations ‘of the Board of chongs, it appears that the most impor=-"

- tant consideratien in the 'sctting of tu1t10n chargcs 1y .¢omparison ,

with - 1u$trtutlons in the cleven-s itate” area rather than & policy where- -,

by studerits pay a frﬁed pecccentage of instructdional cosLs' The re- .
. commended tu1tlon charge* for the l975~77 blbnnlum are as follows.
’ ’ *‘ 3 \.*_ - N o » j 5 : o
e e e ~ “ t - v e
[} ”‘: t 1 '.;. S ) I"/ - .
. n -~ L4 - . b * t ) i
), - - i . - &9‘5 ‘ - 4oy e
» - . . N [} ’ N .
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" T University of Iowa o - ) .
and University of . -
-, Jowa Statc University " Northern Iowa
Undargraduate $ 680 = —$630 *
Graduate . § 780 L $660 .-
Medicine ] , $1,300 - N ) N
Dentistry S B $1,130 ) -,

-

Veterinary Medicine - - § 860 ' - o o
‘Student Aidz  The State of Towa offers three major gin&ﬁbjal_aid pro-
gramst A Scholarship Program, Tuit>on Grant P am,;-4nd a Vocational-
fechnical Tuition Gramt Prograwm. The Scholarship’ Pfogram.is open to
full-time undergraduatcs ate public A-yecar or‘pri#%te;institutidﬁé,

who exhibit academic potential/ability and fimancial needs. Awards are
linited to the-payment of tuition and fees or $610-- The 'fuition

Grant Program is open to full-time undergraduates ‘at private insti-

“tutions, who exhbit financial need. ‘Awards are limitgd to 4he pay- .
ment of ‘tuition and fees up to a maximum-of $1,000. ,he Vocational-
sPechnical Tuition Gront Program is open to full-time undergraduates’

in public institutions, who gxhibit financial need.' Awards aré limited

to a maximum of $400. The Stale of Iowa Accounts for less than 1

percent of all state supported, necds based awards. The awﬁxds,are

distributed as follows: N
o L N R . v g
' N - - # of L . i Average ,*
' : Winners .. . % & . Award b s -
Scliolarships PN N LY $ 532,501 Y&y  $555 °
Tuition Grants e, ", 7 64600 -$6,000,000," $909 . °
Vo-Tcch Tuition Grants - . 0 $ -4OLQQQ$ $200
TOPAL , © : 188 7 -, $E#I2,591 o P
e ,q@ E b “ N o ‘i,. " -
e . & - °  caLiroRNIA _ ] ,
C o, w ¥ T ' ' b - « *

“Tujtion Policy: TRe Board of Regents of £H¥ Upiversity of California

. docs not ®¥harge tuition to resident students. However, there i% a

$300 Uhiversity Registration Fee and $300 Educational Fee per year for
undergraduates which is used to support university operations. At the -
graddyate level, sbtudents -pay the same University Registration Fee, but

pay an Education Fec of $360 pex -year. Since both tuitio " charges

in other states and the fees whigh the Board of Regents of the University
of California levy on stidents a¥e used to support univexrsity operations, .,
. both charges appear to ‘be comparable. University of california - ) -
Jfficials report that fees are increased from time to time due to ’
inflation, .the need to maintaimn program quality,-angito‘compare with

-

othar institutipns of similar ‘'size and programmatic scope. Fees e
currently in effect -for undergraduate and graduate, students at the )
University of California canfpuses are as follows: . -
' ! . ¢ : . N S
Undergraduate- = $600- . R .
Graduate .- $660. . oL Lo .

student Aid: The 'State of Califorgia offers three majer financial
aid program3: ;State Scholarships, College Opportunity- 6rants, and ~
Oceupational Training Granits. State Sclidlarships "are available to .
‘full-time undergraduate stuggptijat public and private institutions, who

[l v

& A
*

> ’ " v d 3 .
v . A d
e L 4 . . .
.. L s 71 . A B
.
K . ° . h .
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' exhibit academic potodtial/ability'apd financial necd.' Awards are
*limited té the payment of tuition and fees up.to- a maximum of $600 o
at the University of California cawmpuscs, §180 at the State Uriveirsity
system campuses, and $2,500 at private institutions. College Oppor-
tunity Brants are available fo full-time undergraduates at public and®
private institutions, who exhibit academic potential/ability and
financial need. Awards are limited to the payment of tuition and
. fees plus an additional $$00 for other related expenses with specific :
marzimuns of $3,400 for private insticutigns, $1,570 at the Uaiversity
‘- of California campuses, $1,080 at .the Staté University system campuses,
and $900 at community colleges. Occupetional Training Grantg are avail-
able to full-timg undergraduates &t public, private wand far-profit
inctitutions, who exhibit acadenic .potential/ability and financmal
need and are enrolled in ccoupational progrems. Awards arc limited
to $2,000 for tuition and $500 for books. The State . of California

 accounts for approximately 6 percent of all statersupported, needs ,
based awards.. The awards areidistributed as follows: -

: ’ ol ) S . ) Foll T N

. o ‘% of " Average :

P . ‘ Winnars, $ v O "Award .
State.Scholarship i ’ 40,145 $33,013,073 .. '$ 822
College Opportunity Grants 6,676 - $77,281,701 g‘ $1,09%r -
Occupational Training.Grants 499 $° _1762,39C , ,$1,528 , )

- TOTAL - , * 47,320 $41,057,§i i

. S _PENNSYLVANIA P .
Tuition Policy: The State Board of -Education of Pennpsylvania has . .
. recommaended that tuitioné in state-owned institufions should be in= - t.
creased to $800 and tuitions at Commonwealth amniversities should. be .

{pcreased to $1,000 per year. In order to achieve these levels, it~

.was recoumended that tuitions should be #n'creased of an annual, basis by , -
amounts relative to thé increase in the national level of per capit
disposable income. Unfortunately, Yittle additional information wa® ‘.

made available concerning ﬁennsylvénia tgition policies .
. 9 .. T .

student Aid: The State of Pennsylvania offers’ one major financial aid

-w program, the State Scholaf%hip.?rograml‘ State Scholarships are -
available to full-tjime undergraduates at public, private, and for-
profit institutions, who exhibit financial need. Awards are limited
to the jpayment of tuition and fees up to.a maximum which is restricted
to a percentage of calculated need as dctermined by the State Scholar-
ship Commission. The State of Pennsylvania accounts for approximately
13.5 pércvent of all state-supportcd necds based awdrds. State scholar-

ships are distributed as follows: - C . v w
L ' , o b of “  Average .
R L e S Winners . Award . -
State Scholarships . 107,871 - . "%679. ." -
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' . ) ILL1NOIS <
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:( Student Aid: In oxfder to, compare thc 11linois State, Scholarship )
Commission's MonQtary Awafrd Program to progrems in other states, -~ -
, the following information regarding Illinois is offered: ‘e
LN - ) R “r ¢ i .
. ' y ’ * . % [ ' - P .
. . V#JLOf . e v " Average -
. > N - v »
: . . . nners - .8 Award
. Monctary Award . 0,000 - $63,220,000 $702 9
. oy '
The State of Illirois &ccbunts for appcoximatelysll.3 percent
of all state-supponrted needs based awards. Thé States of New 7
Yorl:, Pennsylvania, and~lllinois, alone, account for over 50 ) .
percent of all state-supported needs based awards. : ) ‘. .
. 3 R r - ’
. .o, . . .
» = -. L]
. . .
4 , .': - i ‘ ) 4 .
: . .
¢ . ~ [ . . t
4 . ‘ - ’ - -
¢ N . R ’ P4
- h ” ’ ‘ " > Ll .
. (‘ ) - ? ;e * .
; . ~- . \ - . .
. . . . s . R *
. i 2 - . I K
' 4
<5 5. . 4 N .
. “ ', . . c \ - e
- - F] » 4
c ' s * ‘ . - ) ) . a
o e ! - AT : ’ T ’ ,
L '.. " . .
> ~ - R b
Al - ’ -
. + 7 . oot -~ .
PR . - .
.. . . ‘ ¢
' ‘ ‘ ' “’ ‘ ’ w L4 ,-: . .
‘ f‘ 4 . . :, ~ Y -»{
. B . - .
v « ¥
. ’ -
. * . . X ‘
KIS - R
°t . Pl 5 ’ /
_— 98 ' ¥ -
L. . 4
S U CV e T MU - s
Q * . . S ) - ' e -
ERIC - o ™ S
- 4 ‘ : - -~ N '._ . - A




- APPFNDIX D |
I - .
lﬂON-—xL“IDEN "*UI'I’IOJ POLICIESA_.':'
b, I : o
rmJo'z INDUSTRIALIZED AXD SURROUNDING STATES

r - - -‘
' [

T _'NEW’YORK IR - S

mﬁltlon Policy: Tuition rates for enon-rcsidents are estab-,
1ichca Ly the Beard of Trustces of thg State University g{ﬂ,///
* Hew York: ilo set policy exists by which non-resident
charceq arc calculated; however, tuition rates are somewhat
higher for non-residents. than resident. students. Tuition
rates currcently in existence for.non-resident uncarcrdduate
students are as Lollo”s-_ , )
% 3
Lower -Division: $1,175
Upper Nivision: $1,4C0

" 'WISCONSIH ™ .
4

EZK“TM1ti0ﬂ o]1ﬂ¢~ The Doard of Iegents of the UanGr51;y of

7%
l‘. -

levels vou1u pay 100° percnnt of thé lovcr lelSlOl and upper
division instructionral ¢tosts respéctively and gradyate
suuuents would pay 70 percent o " the céorbined Grad ‘\I/Grad II
ﬂrtruCELpgal cost, lon-residént tuition charges csizently
ir effect at the University ¢f Wisconsin-lladisch—are
follows:; , ' ;
Lower D1v131on./[ gl 818
. Upper D1v1°10n- $1,918
CGradvate: $2,348

/ MICHIGAN'

. ¢
fuition Palicy: The University of Michigan has no formalized
tuition- policy, however, non-resident tuitian charges approx-
inaze 75 percent of instructional cost. Tuition rates
currently in g& tence for non-resident students are as -
follows: - / T .

PR
oyter Division: 42,600
ggi'Divisionz "$2,800
$2,840

/Medicine: ! $3,200
_Dentistry: ° °3, 00

- Public Ilcalth. ’?3 160
. Laws, 2,880
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INDIANA : I
Taition Poliqif The University df‘Indiana and governing-—--- "
boards of othei systems have no set tuition policy regarding )
non-rctident students. Rates are established at the dir- -
ection of eacd governing bhoard at a level avpiz;;ggtely

twice the charge for resicdent students. Zuition tes for

non-residant tindergraduate students at various diana e
1nst1tuLlon3,cuLlcn;lj in existence are as follows:

. : Univargitv of InCiana $1,560 . -
Purau~ Unive rvitv $1,600
B2ll State University $1,260

MISSOURI

Tu;tlon Policy: The Board of Curators at the University of:

¥issourl nas nc sct tuition pollcv for non-resident studentis,

however, tuition chargcs uap"bx irate full irstructional cogt.
L

The tuition rate fox n0u-*¢°Joc 1t uﬂderg uaté students. gt -
the University of iiss ourl is‘'as follow, : - X .

e

*»

Undergraduate fee: : $1,540 . .

ICHA

TQlthn Pollcv- The Board of Regents of the University oX
Towa, -oile State UGniversily ‘and the’ Unlver51ty“of Mprthern. .
Iowa have reccrrended thétsmon~V931dpnt under graohate tuition
be increaséd, 7 percent ‘o ithc Fall, 1975. It is rec~

ommended, tkat ncn —re31dant gracuatm tuitions be increased by -

6.5 percent at tiae University of Icwa, 4.3 percent dt Iowe
State University, and- no increase at the' University of )
Northexn’ Iova. 1t appears the most-important consideration
in estahglthng tuition rates within the Iowa system is the
-comparison with similar ins stitutions in 'an eleven state area.
The recormended tuition rates for ron-resadcnt students in
the Iova systen are as follows. ‘ S

LI S 2

o . Undergraduate Gfadua;e
$1,550 $1,650 .- -
$1,530 $1,650 - -
$1,200  _ $1,380

O _ . CTT T

o em ey -
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(- . ; & cALTFoRHIAT . :

M ~

! Tuition Policv: The rules and \gegulations governing the
Roard of Regents of the Umiversidy, of California state that .
the-amount @f tho non-resident tuidon fce shall ke fixed by
‘the President witlh $he concurrence of theeBRoard of Regents.
ilon-resident students currently pay approximately 3 times
. the anount that resident gtudet pay. llon-resident tuition
rates currently ig{effect at £he University of California : ]
arc as follous: ’ , : .
Underc¢raduate  $2,100 : - . .
; X Graduate $2,160 ) . .
. Law - $3,240
. “ _
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